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ABSTRACT 
A STUDY OF A FACULTY-SUGGESTED COMPUTER LITERACY PROGRAM 
IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
September, 1984 
John R. Dowling, B.S. in Ed. Worcester State College 
M. in Ed. Worcester State College 
Directed by: Dr. Howard Peelle 
This study addresses issues of computer literacy in higher 
education and explores approaches to working with faculty in an 
effort to help them become more knowledgeable about computers. 
It attempts to answer four general questions: 
1. Do faculty-members desire to participate in an on-campus 
computer literacy Program? 
2. What computer knowledge and/or skills would faculty members want 
to acquire? 
3. How would faculty members want a computer literacy program 
presented in terms of format, times, setting, and grouping? 
4. Would faculty members anticipate using the computer 
instructionally in their classroom? If not, why not? 
The answers to these four questions were sought out by surveying 
and interviewing 102 members of the faculty of Worcester Stai.e 
College. 
This study also reports the series of preliminary steps taken in 
an effort to ensure organizationa1 support for a computer literacy 
v 
program. 
The results indicate that there is a desire on the part of many 
of the faculty to become more computer-knowledgeable, and that most 
anticipate a carry-over into their classrooms. 
Choices made by faculty regarding their preferences for the 
program's content, yielded the insight that different academic 
departments tend to agree on the topics that they wish to be 
included. These topics, however, are not the traditional types, — 
"History", "Societal Issues", "Careers", "Trends" — but rather 
practical applications-oriented topics such as "Uses of the computer 
in the classroom," "Computer assisted instruction," "Word 
processing" and "Existing computer educational materials." 
There tends to be department-wide agreement that the method of 
presentation should be informal, in small groups of ten or less, 
preferably through short courses during the regular academic year 
and that compensation is not necessary. The program should be 
presented in an area where faculty can obtain hands-on experience. 
A final observation is that establishing prior administrative 
and faculty support for such an effort and including both faculty 
and administrators in the planning stages contribute importantly to 
developing a meaningful computer literacy program. 
vi 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The need for greater computer literacy among educators has been 
a topic of much concern in recent years. As a result of this 
concern, many teachers, on all levels, have been exposed to what has 
been called "Computer Literacy" instructional programs. A review of 
the literature reveals that there is no universal agreement on what 
consitutes Computer Literacy. There is in fact some strong 
divergence of opinion. For example, the Minnesota Educational 
Computing Consortium (MECC) states a definition of a computer 
literacy program which consists of a comprehensive set of topics and 
objectives, divided into the cognitive and affective domains 
(Johnson, 1980). Arthur Luehrmann (1981) objects to the MECC 
definition, claiming that it lacks sufficient performance objectives 
thus providing only a "computer awareness" rather than "computer 
literacy." In the area of higher education, there is a dearth of 
information available regarding attempts to provide computer 
literacy especially for faculty members. This dissertation 
addresses this issue of training for computer literacy in higher 
education, attempting to formulate a meaningful approach to working 
with faculty in an effort to help them become more knowledgeable 
about computers. 
1 
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This dissertation attempts to answer four general questions: 
1. Do faculty members desire to participate in an 
on-campus Computer Literacy Program? 
2. What computer knowledge and/or skills would faculty 
members want to acquire? 
3. How would faculty members want a Computer Literacy 
Program presented in terms of format, times, setting, and 
grouping? 
4. Would faculty members anticipate using the computer 
instructionally in their classroom? If not, why not? 
The answers to these four questions were sought out by surveying 
and interviewing members of the faculty of Worcester State College, 
in Worcester, Massachusetts. The results of these surveys and 
interviews are reported in this dissertation. 
In addition, this dissertation reports the series of preliminary 
steps taken in an effort to ensure organizational support for a 
"Computer Literacy" program. The dissertation also reports the 
results of having presented a "Computer Literacy" workshop within 
one academic department. Based upon this initial implementation of 
the program, the author attempted to determine to what extent the 
faculty who indicated an interest in a computer literacy program 
actively participated in the actual program. Having presented the 
Computer Literacy Program to this first group of faculty, they were 
asked to evaluate its effectiveness; their ideas and suggestions 
regarding changes and improvements to the program were also 
solicited. An attempt was made to determine which particular 
aspects of the program were found to be of most interest to the 
3 
participants. Having evaluated the program with the first group, a 
revised program can be designed to be presented to a second group 
subsequent to this study. 
The entire program consists of the following steps: 
1. Setting the stage for a Computer Literacy Program 
2. Determining faculty interests 
3. Designing the Computer Literacy Program 
4. Implementing the program 
5. Evaluating the program 
6. Revising the program and doing it again 
The following chapters report the results of reviewing the 
literature, designing the study, establishing organizational 
support, administering the study, analyzing the responses, 
conducting interviews, and presenting a computer literacy workshop 
to one academic department. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The following review of the related literature has been divided 
into five sections: 
(1) History of Computers in Education 
(2) Definitions of Computer Literacy 
(3) Uses of the Computer in Education 
(4) Arguments For and Against Computer Literacy 
(5) Suggestions Regarding Implementation of a Computer Literacy 
Program 
The use of computers in the classroom appears to many to be a 
recent phenomenon. The truth is that computers have been used in 
education for the past 25 years, but it is the recent technological 
developments, cost reductions and proliferation of computers in our 
lives, that have now made their adoption to education become an 
issue of concern at all levels of education. As we shall see, the 
initial techological barriers that kept the computer out of 
education have been removed. The case for increasing educators' 
computer literacy is easily made but the inertia of education to 
resist change is difficult to overcome. The following section will 
trace the history of computers in education, discuss the different 
4 
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definitions of Computer Literacy, indicate how the computer can be 
used in education, present arguments for and against its use, and 
suggest means of implementing a Computer Literacy Program. 
History of Computers in Education 
Computers have been used instructionally since the early 
1960's. In 1960, IBM developed the first computer assisted 
instruction (CAI) author language called COURSEWRITER I (Suppes and 
Machen, 1978). Dr. Patrick Suppes at Stanford University developed 
a series of successful drill and practice programs in mathematics 
and reading during the 1960's. The early high cost of CAI in these 
early years resulted in the development of computer-managed 
instruction (CMI) which monitored student's progress through tests 
and maintained group records. In addition, it prescribed 
instruction by referring to library materials or audio-visual aids 
the student should use (Suppes and Machen, 1978). The early 
prohibitive cost of CAI was soon to change with the development of 
the microprocessor by Dr. Ted Hoff of the Intel Corporation (Shelly, 
1980). The computer on a chip would drive down the cost of 
computers in an undreamed of way in the following years. This 
development would also encourage significant efforts to be made in 
the area of CAI. 
A major development in CAI was the Plato (Programmed Logic for 
6 
Automatic Teaching Operations) system at the University of Illinois 
with support from the Control Data Corporation and the National 
Science Foundation (Suppes and Machen, 1978). Ted Nelson (1974, pp. 
26-27) called the Plato system the "world's greatest computer 
display system." Another major development in CAI is the Research 
being done by Dr. Seymour Papert at M.I.T. on the use of computers, 
and in particular the language LOGO, in instruction. He presents: 
"a grander vision of an educational system in which 
technology is used not in the form of machines for 
processing children but as something the child himself will 
learn to manipulate, to extend, to apply to projects, 
thereby gaining a greater and more articulate mastery of the 
world, a sense of the power of applied knowledge and a 
self-confidently realistic image of himself as an 
intellectual agent "(Papert, October, 1971, p. 11) 
Most recently, with the development of the inexpensive micro¬ 
computer, there has been a significant increase in the amount of CAI 
software available. In addition, more and more schools are 
acquiring computers for instructional use. One of the problems this 
growth presents is determining which of these CAI packages can best 
meet the needs of particular students. 
In an effort to help sort out this plethora of computer 
materials, a consortium of over 100 colleges and universities make 
available to the entire educational community the results of their 
efforts in computer based instruction through an organization named 
CONDUIT. Appendix A lists the names and addresses of CONDUIT and 
7 
other education groups and societies in the computer field. The 
development of courseware has demanded that educators carefully 
analyze the educational process. "Thinking about the computer's 
role in education does not mean thinking about computers; it means 
thinking about education." (Ellis, 1974, p. 42). 
However, computers in education, like any emerging technology is 
realizing considerable advances and some significant setbacks. 
Representative James H. Schener (D-NY) in June 1979, following two 
years of meetings with the American Federation of Information 
Processing Societies, Inc. (AFIPS), submitted H.R. 4326, a bill to 
establish a national commission on the scientific and technological 
implications of information technology in education. It died in 
Committee on October 9, 1979. But setbacks such as this must be 
measured against progresses such as the California State University 
and College's decision to install a fifty million dollar 
computer-based instructional technology system at its nineteen 
campuses. They project that one out of every two students will use 
the system (Higher Education and National Affairs, 1980). There is 
currently debate regarding the federal government's consideration 
of encouraging computer manufacturers to get their products into 
classrooms through preferred tax considerations and corporate 
deductions for contributed property. A proponent of this federal 
intervention is Congressman Fortney H. Stark (1984, p.186-187) who 
has introduced two bills in Congress that would put computers in 
8 
schools: H.R. 701 "The Computer Contribution Act of 1983," and H.R. 
3098 "Technology Education Assistance and Development Act of 1983." 
Arguing against such legislation is Hal Berghal (1984, p.188-194) 
who is a professor of computer science at the University of 
Nebraska. He feels that "A manufacturer may well overproduce 
knowing that should the market fail to absorb the excess, the 
taxpayer may absorb 92 percent of the cost of their mistake." In 
addition,he states that "it seems unlikely that school districts 
will turn away such gratuities even through no immediate need is 
present." 
The rapid decrease in the cost of computers has led to other 
changes. The University of Waterloo is moving away from the large 
main frame time sharing computer environment into an environment of 
personal computers. They find that they are more responsive and 
economical. Seymour Papert presents the case for providing every 
child with a personal computer at school (Papert, 1980). Clarkson 
College in Potsdam, N.Y. has begun a program which will result in 
every student having a Zenith Z100 microcomputer (Silicon Gulch 
Gazette, 1983, p.2). 
The traditional role of the teacher imparting knowledge to 
his/her students is being reversed in many instances of computer 
education where instead, the students are teaching the teachers 
(Golden, 1982). Computers have come a long way in a short time and 
the best may be yet to come. 
9 
Definition of Computer Literacy 
What constitutes "computer literacy?" The definitions of 
computer literacy range, on the one hand, from a consideration of 
the societal implications of computers to, on the other hand, an 
intimate knowledge of the computer's methods of operation and 
programming skills. Computer literacy can be as broad as 
understanding the role of computers in society and their impact on 
people (Hicks, 1975), or as specific as learning how to program 
programmable calculators (Wavrik, 1978). The more common 
definitions of computer literacy include a consideration of: 
1. The history of computers 
2. A general knowledge of computers and how they work 
3. Some familiarity with programming languages 
4. Survey of applications 
5. A consideration of the societal implications/issues of 
computers 
6. The future (Austin, 1978, pp. 270-271) 
David Moursund offers a broad, non-technical definition of 
computer literacy yet suggests a computer literacy quiz which is 
very technically oriented (Moursund, 1976). The quiz appears to be 
a contradiction of his definition of computer literacy. One of the 
most comprehensive efforts to define computer literacy and to 
specify the topics to be considered, has been undertaken by the 
10 
Minnesota Educational Computing Consortium (MECC)(Johnson, 1980). 
They have outlined a comprehensive set of objectives divided into 
the cognitive and affective domains which, when met, would result in 
their perception of a computer literate individual (SIGGUE Bulletin, 
1979). Dan Klassen reporting for the Computer Literary Taskforce of 
the Elementary and Secondary Schools Subcommittee (CES3), notes 
that this subcommittee adopted as its computer literacy objectives 
the objectives stated by MECC (Klassen, 1981). The MECC computer 
literacy objectives are not without critics. Arthur Luehrmann 
(1981) believes that the MECC objectives result in a computer 
awareness, but not a computer literacy. He argues that there is too 
great an emphasis on recognition and identification and too little 
emphasis on performance objectives. Peters and Smith (1984, p.71) 
define a set of teacherMs competencies which consist of a working 
knowledge of hardware, programming, networking, as well as being 
able to find, evaluate, and apply educational software. 
Elliot and Peelle (1975, pp. 71-72) argue for making computer 
literacy a significant part of a teacher education program, and they 
describe the skills and understandings teachers should possess: 
—knowledge of computers (what a computer is; how a computer 
works; etc.) 
—knowledge of computing (information processing; algorithms, 
etc. ) 
knowledge of applications (what computers can do/cannot do) 
11 
experience in computer usage (man-machine interactions) 
using computers in teaching (computer-assisted instruction; 
computer-rmanaged instruction) 
—programming (how to control the computer) 
—issues and implications of computer ubiquity (data bank vs. 
privacy; artificial intelligence, etc.) 
All of the requirements previously stated apply equally as well 
to faculty in higher education as to those teaching on the 
elementary and secondary levels. These are reasonable goals to set 
for a computer literacy program in higher education, since they 
emphasize the acquisition of knowledges and skills which will 
promote a better understanding of computers in general, and enable 
the educator to discover how the computer can be used as an aid to 
instruction. 
At the February 1982 Thirteenth SIGCSE Technical Symposium on 
Computer Science Education, Charles E. Woodson (1982, p. 226) 
defined his concept of Computer Literacy which he states as 
including "fundamental concepts about computers, some introduction 
to hardware, and human values of computing." His specific 
recommendations include topics such as number bases, flowcharts, 
algorithms, programming, subroutines, compilers, and virtual 
machines. 
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Contrasted to this is the definition of Computer Literacy given 
by Wes Graham (1982, p. 47) of Waterloo University. 
"There are two aspects to computer literacy. You should 
have a good idea of what a computer is capable of doing. 
But you should also know what is is not capable of doing. 
That is important, too. Everyone who leaves Waterloo should 
know that computers are not the solution to every problem. 
It annoys me to hear people say, 'Just give it to the 
computer and we'll get the answer somehow', because the 
majority of our problems can't be solved by computers. So I 
feel that a very important part of computer literacy is to 
find out just where the computer does fit into our society, 
in terms of what it cannot do as well as what it can. Many 
people have false expectations of computers. They go into 
business and buy a small computer and expect miracles from 
it. Sometimes it fails to meet their expections and they 
are disappointed, and possibly they go bankrupt because of 
it. It's sad." 
Marvin and Winther (1983, pp.92-108) present an interesting 
analogy between the history of written literacy and the emerging 
computer literacy noting that literacy is a political phenomenon as 
well as a social one. A generalized definition of computer literacy 
was stated by Anderson and Klassen(1981,p.131). They defined 
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computer literacy as "whatever understanding, skills, and attitudes 
one needs to function effectively within a given social role that 
directly or indirectly involves computers." This definition closely 
parallels Marilyn Bohl's (1984, p.5) definition of computer literacy 
to be "the knowledge and understanding one needs to function 
effectively within a given social role that directly or indirectly 
involves computers." Bruce Taylor, director of development at ETS, 
claims the term "computer literacy" lacks meaning and is absurd as 
talking about automobile literacy or washing machine literacy 
(Benderson, 1983, p.4). George Uhlig(1983. p.2) notes that computer 
literacy must not be thought of as a static process but rather a 
dynamic one which demands constant on-going programs in order to be 
effective. Cheryl A. Anderson (1983, pp.6-9) addresses the need for 
computer literacy among college of education faculty and she 
suggests that the competencies set forth by the Association of 
Computing Machinery (ACM) in 1979 for teacher training be used as a 
guide. Amid the programs being proposed as a basis for Computer 
Literacy for education is Tandy Corporation's traditional approach. 
Schatz (1984, p.158-164) notes that Tandy Corporation, the parent 
company of Radio Shack Computers, offers free courses to any teacher 
in the U.S., whether or not they use a Radio Shack computer, in 
BASIC I and BASIC II plus a twenty hour educational overview. 
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Uses of the Computer in Education 
Any consideration of computers in education usually evokes a 
picture of the student "learning" from the computer. Actually, 
there are several terms used in the discussion of computer assisted 
instruction (CAI). CAI, (in the narrow sense) usually follows one 
of three modes: drill or practice, tutorial, and simulation. Drill 
and practice was the first of the CAI modes developed. This 
technique usually uses the Skinnerian stimulus/response method of 
presenting material. Material is presented and responses 
requested. The computer gives immediate feedback to the responses 
given, and the program can then either move in a predetermined 
programming path or "branch" to other learning modules depending on 
the complexity of the CAI program. The drill and practice exercise 
results in the student becoming better, faster, or more accurate at 
s ome skill. 
The drill and practice mode of instruction is one directional in 
that the computer initiates all questions and directs the learning 
situation. The tutorial method more actively involves the student. 
In a teacher/student tutorial there is a give and take, question and 
answer dialogue between both teacher and student which is initiated 
by either party. The tutorial CAI mode similarly affords the 
student an opportunity to interact more actively with the computer, 
selecting topics and, within the limitations of the program, making 
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inquiries. 
Some sophisticated tutorial programs make allowances for 
mistakes in spelling and syntax, accepting the imperfect response as 
a satisfactory response to the problem but then, in addition, noting 
the error and indicating the precise response. This ability of the 
computer to be programmed to allow for and "understand" errors, is a 
part of the broader field of artificial intelligence. 
A recent and exciting application of CAI involves the use of 
simulation which allows the student to study problems or simulated 
situations or create his/her own "environments" (Magidson, 1978). 
The "discovery mode" puts the student in charge as a problem-solver 
and allows him/her to design projects and then use the computer as a 
tool for carrying out the projects (Arbib, 1977). The "discovery 
mode" requires a programming ability which the others do not. CAI 
programs are typically written in a "black box" fashion in that the 
student has no knowledge of what is happening within the program as 
he/she relates to it. It is possible to write instruction programs 
in a "glass box" fashion with the result that the student can not 
only use the program, but, in addition, can examine it and alter it 
(Peelle, 1974). F.J. Blaisdell (1976-77, pp. 168) provides a 
complete historical development of CAI from the Socratic and 
Aristotelian contributions, and the development of the 'Plasmascope 
and Plato by Dr. Bitzer at the University of Illinois through 
current CAI efforts. Richard Harley (1983) has written about the 
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present competition between Japan and the United States to produce 
the fifth generation computer in which "expert systems play the key 
role - computers that talk, translate, deduce, infer, learn and 
answer queries". 
Where is individualized instruction headed? The literature 
indicates a move away from the computer "teacher" and a move toward 
the computer as a resource device and expeditor. Dwyer (1976, p. 
157) talks of the "community of learning" where students can use 
their personal computers to interact with national networks of CAI 
tutoring systems. Kerezy (1983) reports the results of a round 
table discussion with representatives of eight of the leading 
vendors in the education market. They agreed that in the near 
future, there will be a microcomputer for every student in every 
U.S. classroom. Hirschbuhl projects that the use of computers in 
higher education will go from the current "widespread" usage to, by 
1990, "universal" usage particularly at entry level courses and at 
high level professional development and continuing education 
(Atkinson and others, 1978). Kearsley (1976) notes a significant 
increase in the use of CAI in the health professions. A theme that 
runs through much of the literature is the need for the student to 
have control over his/her learning environment and to use the 
computer in new and inventive learning applications. Digital 
Equipment Corporation provides a free comprehensive handbook 
entitled "Introduction to Computer-Based Education" (1983). The 
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handbook gives a brief history of computers in education, a 
description of various ways the computer is used instructionally and 
administratively, and also addresses the design and production of 
computer-based educational materials. 
Teachers face new challenges. As courseware has become more 
available, they must now not only identify sources of software, but 
also be prepared to evaluate its quality (Holznagel, 1981). Henry 
Olds (1983 pp.3-10) offers a good guide to educational software 
evaluation. Leona Schauble (1983, p.78), director of Educational 
Development, Children's Computer Workshop, a subsidiary of 
Children's Television Workshop, points up more of the difficulties 
facing educatiors as she states the results of research performed by 
her organization. They have found that boys and girls relate 
differently to computer programs. Boys tend to play alone and enjoy 
competition with the computer while girls are more likely to play 
with a friend and prefer different themes and contents than boys. 
The concerns that teachers do not have the time or knowledges 
necessary to develop courseware is becoming less of a problem since 
there is a considerable amount of courseware being developed, and it 
is possible to acquire this courseware through associations such as 
CONDUIT (Denk, 1972). Schatz (1984 p.158-164) quotes Ken Brumbaugh, 
the executive director of the Minnesota Educational Computing 
Consortium (MECC) which has produced over $1 million worth of 
software for Apple, regarding the difficulty of writing good 
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software. Brumbaugh says "You need software for everything, and the 
software producers are going to have to produce better programs. 
They are gradually doing it. But it takes three or four years to 
produce the perfect package. The world has a bigger appetite than 
that." 
In 1976, the Chronicle of Higher Education carried an article 
which noted that the cost of traditional education was rising at 13 
percent per year while the cost of computer-based education was 
decreasing at about 5 percent per year while still realizing a 10 
percent increase in performance (Magarrell, 1976). In the 
intervening eight years, these percentage differences have grown 
greater with the increased cost of traditional instruction due to 
inflation, while, at the same time, the cost of computer instruction 
has dropped dramatically. Marvin Minsky (1977) speaks of CAI 
programs designed to be analyzed and debugged by the student users, 
thus affording them the opportunity to actively participate in the 
structure of the learning experience. Ted Nelson, (1974 p.18) a 
visionary and folk hero in the computing field, suggests that 
"students decide what they wish to study next and when they wish to 
be tested. They should be exposed to a variety of interesting 
materials, events, and opportunities. Motivate the user and let him 
loose in a wonderful place." These thoughts are no longer dreams, 
they can be and are reality. The author visited with Bob Tinker of 
the Computer Resource Center for Teachers located in Cambridge, 
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Massachusetts. They are developing for teachers; hardware, 
curricula, and courseware, using microcomputers. With the advent of 
the inexpensive microcomputers, more and more schools are acquiring 
them for instructional use. They can be used independently or 
linked together into a distributive system accessing a common mass 
storage device and/or processor. There also exist output devices 
which actually talk using synthesized speech. These devices are 
particularly helpful to visually impaired individuals. In addition 
to speech output, speech input to the computer is now being 
developed. Ryan and Bedi (1978) have written specifically about the 
use of the computer by visually impaired student. Robert Tinker 
(1983 pp.5,6) writes of special interfaces that can be used by 
special students. 
Recently, there has been a significant advancement in the field 
of graphics which now allow the student to see how things work 
through an interaction with animated diagrams. James W. Carson 
(1981-82 pp. 2-13) notes that graphics have not yet been adopted in 
much courseware due to educators not being familiar with graphics, 
and also to the lack of development of the tools, concepts, and 
expertise to create graphic courseware. He also notes that most 
graphics currently available fall into either the category of arcade 
games or are simply providing decorative roles to textual output. 
Having worked with PASCAL which must be compiled, and BASIC, LOGO 
and ZGRASS which are interpreted languages, he favors the use of 
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interpretive languages, claiming that the loss of processing speed 
from the computer languages is more than made up for by the ease of 
programming and testing using the interpretive languages. 
Rather than focusing on the end product in education, computers 
allow greater ability to focus on process. Rather than looking at 
an essay as an end product, students, through the use of Word 
Processing, can become cognizant of the processes involved in 
reaching the end product. The same process vs. end product 
abilities exist in mathematics and science (Taylor, 1981). 
Luehrmann (1972) insists that to use the computer as an 
instructional aid and not to teach the student to program, is a 
chief failure of CAI. He urges that all students be given 
instruction on how to use (program) the resource. 
Seymour Papert summarizes the challenge facing education today; 
he states: 
"It has become commonplace to say that today's culture is 
marked by a ubiquitous computer technology. This has been 
true for some time. But in recent years, there is something 
new. In the past two years, over 200,000 personal computers 
have entered the lives of Americans, some of them originally 
bought for business rather than recreational or educational 
purposes. What is important to the educator-as-anthro- 
pologist, however, is that they exist as objects that people 
see, and start to accept, as part of the reality of everyday 
life. And at the same time that this massive penetration of 
the technology is taking place, there is a social movement 
afoot with great relevance for the politics of education. 
There is an increasing disillusion with traditional 
education. Some people express this by extreme action, 
actually withdrawing their children from schools and 
choosing to educate them at home. For most, there is simply 
the gnawing sense that schools simply aren't doing the job 
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anymore." (Papert, 1980, p. 181) 
Andrew R. Molnar, (1973, p. 18) in an excellent article on 
computers in education, refers to the computer as the fourth 
revolution in education. (The first three revolutions were the 
shifting of education from the home to the school; the adoption of 
the written word; and the invention of the printing press). If he 
is correct, and I believe he is, the computer in education will 
indeed radically change education as we currently know it. 
If this is the case, and if we can expect more and more students 
to enter college having had increased experiences using a computer 
educationally, does it not follow that faculty members should 
possess some general computer literacy and a specific knowledge of 
computers as they apply to their academic disciplines? 
Arguments For and Against Computer Literacy 
Andrew R. Molnar (1973, p. 18) has stated, "The degree of 
'computer literacy' among the general populace may be the limiting 
factor in rapid technological advances and with it, national 
productivity." 
"Almost twenty years ago, Dr. John K. Kemeney, former President 
of Dartmouth College, predicted that in the next generation, knowing 
how to use a computer will be as important as reading and writing 
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(Shelly and Cashman, 1980). His observation appears to have been 
accurate. With the development of the "chip", the costs of 
computers has been driven down while, at the same time, their 
applications have multiplied. Computers which recently were found 
primarily in the business area are becoming omnipresent in our 
society. 
"A lesson we should have learned by now is that the things 
that are in the graduate school today appear in the elemen¬ 
tary school the day after tomorrow. Some things which I 
learned in graduate shcool were learned by my children in 
grade school." (Atchison, 1981). 
Those who have watched the computer evolution have seen it move 
from the realm of the mathematicians and scientists to the world of 
toy stores. Young people today assume the existence and usage of 
the computer just as they assume the existence and use of a 
television set or telephone. Yet many administrators and faculty in 
higher education are not yet a part of the computer scene. 
"Exposing most administrators and teachers to the computer is 
roughly equivalent to dropping them on the far side of the moon. In 
other words, they're on unfamiliar territory, don't speak the 
language of the natives, and are completely in the dark" (Lenhart, 
1972, p. 4). Faculty and administrators in higher education must 
become more computer literate in order to keep their skills 
updated. There are those who are urging that every college freshman 
23 
take a course in 'computer-appreciation' (Amara, 1974). Doesn't it 
follow that all faculty should have a "computer—appreciation"? 
What does the literature have to say about the need for computer 
literacy in higher education? Frederick Bell (1979) feels that as 
computers become as common as television sets, faculty and 
administrators can no longer ignore them. At the University of 
Colorado at Boulder, Chancellor Harrison Shull has said that he 
wants all 1,100 faculty members to have their own personal computers 
within two years. However, a state law prohibits the shared 
purchase and ownership of equipment (Jacobson, 1983). John W. 
Hamblen (1978, p. 3) claims that "the computer literacy problem 
should almost vanish at the college entry level by the end of this 
century." Dr. B.B. Schimming (1980, p. 58) of IBM laments that one 
of the difficulties facing computer manufacturers is that college 
graduates do not adequately understand the computer and consequently 
either don't use it adequately or make demands which are unrealistic. 
Hodge and Anthony (1979, p. 440) state the characteristics 
tomorrow's organizations will demand of its skilled managers. These 
characteristics apply equally as well to educators. They are: 
Ability to live with change and ambiguity 
Ability to be flexible and open to new ideas 
Ability to process and synthesize information 
Ability and willingness to commit to life-long learning 
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Ability to establish new interpersonal relationships 
Greater commitment to goal achievement and output evaluation 
Louis Robinson (1983, p. 10), IBM's Director of University 
Relations, observes that "The information machine has a unique 
characteristic: it is a democratizing instrument. It has a great 
leveling effect in making the entire society 'information-literate', 
in making information available to people where they need it and can 
use it." Peter Schwartz of the SRI International Artificial 
Intelligence Center states "what we are doing is creating a new 
class structure around wealth - this time, the wealth of 
information. Like today's haves and have-nots, we will be a society 
of the knows and know-nots" (Sheils, Merrill and others, 1980, 
p.51). The awareness of the need for individuals to become computer 
literate is not a recent happening. 
In 1967, a report was published by the President's Science 
Advisory Committee on Computers in Higher Education (1967, p. 18). 
They said, 
"Obviously, the faculty plays an important role in 
determining the rate at which computing is introduced into 
undergraduate courses. We feel that an intensive effort 
will be required to show the faculty the advantages and 
importance of computing and to help them to learn to use 
computers effectively. Because of the great importance o 
this faculty education, we recommend an expanded faculty 
program of education to provide adequate faculty competence 
in the use of computing various disciplines." 
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In the process of researching the literature regarding computer 
literacy, the author found cautions expressed about the ways and 
means pursued to provide computer literacy. For instance, Howard 
Peelle (1974, p. 7) cautions against the "forced fits" that attempt 
to force computer usage in educational situations where it might not 
belong. 
In 1972, the Mitre Corporation, with personnel from Brigham 
Young University, developed and field tested TICCIT (Time-shared 
Interactive Computer Controlled Information Television). An 
evaluation of the TICCIT program on the community college level 
noted that, "programs that allow each student to proceed at his or 
her own pace risk losing students unable to manage their own 
instruction. The TICCIT program provided instructional support 
sufficient for students of strong entrance ability, but inadequate 
for others. On the whole, students in TICCIT classes reacted less 
favorably to their mathematics course than did students of 
comparable ability in lecture sessions." Yet the overall evaluation 
of TICCIT was positive. One specific benefit cited was that "the 
TICCIT program nearly eliminated the burden of preparatory work and 
instead enabled instructors to devote considerable proportion of 
their time to individual students" (Alderman, 1978, pp. 9, 11, 14). 
Wilson and Trenary (1981, p. 10) in an Investigation of Computer 
literacy as a Function of Attitude report that 
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"The quality and kind of this hands-on experience may be 
critical to the structuring of attitudes in that for certain 
populations, simple programming may itself prove stressful, 
and reinforce negative attitudes." 
What are some of the arguments presented for increasing computer 
literacy? Michael J. Neill (1977, p. 176) of the Computer Science 
Department of the University of Oregon states that a computer 
literate populace has greater control over computer technology. He 
cites three reasons for establishing a computer literacy program. 
(1) The presence of computers in almost every facet of society. 
(2) The number of public policy issues raised by computer 
applications such as questions of privacy and liability for 
computer abuse. 
(3) To educate people regarding occupations in the computer 
field and the skills needed to qualify for them. 
Similarly, Bushnell and Allen (1967, p. 9) state that the cybernated 
society demands higher levels of wisdom if we are to have a humane 
and efficient use of cybernation. Therefore, the ultimate challenge 
for educators is to produce intellectually and emotionally competent 
people and most importantly, to produce wise people. Wright (1982) 
compares educators to professional pilots who must go back year 
after year to learn and learn again and maintain proficiency. He 
maintains that educators must adopt this same ongoing training 
Albert Gore, Jr. of Tennessee (1983 attitude. Congressman 
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p.3 6)addressing the National Educational Computer Conference in 
Baltimore, Maryland on June 7, 1983, noted that during congressional 
hearings on job forecasting, of the twenty occupations predicted to 
grow, fifteen require extensive computer knowledge. 
What are some of the benefits to be gained from learning about 
computers? Dawson (1979) claims that programming teaches students 
to break the psychological set of seeing only what they expect to 
see rather than what is really there. He believes that learning to 
program computers develops within an individual the ability to 
consider all possible solutions to any problem. Andrew R. Molnar's 
(1978, pp. 36, 37) article, "The Next Great Crisis in American 
Education: Computer Literacy," has been widely published. In it he 
states "a student who graduates without being exposed to computers 
has had an incomplete education. To re-train after graduation 
creates an unnecessary human waste and incurs a high unacceptable 
and social psychological cost." Robinson (1982, p.29) argues that 
"The future direction of our profession may well depend on our 
ability as teachers to place children and humanistic values above 
the machines. To do this, we must master the technology and know 
what it can and cannot do, and what only we as teachers can do." 
How might faculty be encouraged to participate in a computer 
literacy program? The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education 
(1972, p. 66) urged colleges and universities to give incentives to 
faculty to develop instructional technology. "Released time for the 
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development of instructional materials and promotions and salary 
improvements for successful achievement in such endeavors should be 
part of that encouragement." Anderson (1983, p.7) states that there 
are three major barriers to computer literacy training of teacher 
education faculty. These barriers are: "(a) the traditional focus 
of teacher training programs, (b) the lack of instructional computer 
facilities and support staff on university campuses, and (c) the 
reward system on most university campuses." These problems are not 
confined to education. Elder (1984, p.40-43) writes of the personal 
computers in the business setting which are unused because their 
potential users lack training. He speaks of a prevailing attitude 
of people who wish to know about computers but don't want to devote 
the time it takes to learn about them. He suggests the use of 
computer-based training to facilitate instruction. 
A strong statement regarding the irony of educators being so 
reluctant to accept the computer is made by Peele (1974, p. 10). He 
states 
"While it is true that not all uses of computers (or any 
technology) will be completely laudable, it is nakedly 
ironic that the great mind of man which produced so great a 
machine so miserably fails to think of this high-powered 
technology in education. Much of this high-powered tech¬ 
nology sits unused in the central activity of our lives, 
learning. Partly due to the economic crisis facing 
education, partly due to prevailing myths and fears about 
computer take-over, and partly due to the sanctimonious 
attitude of traditional-bound educators, the full power and 
potential of the computer may not have been tapped." 
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Yet while many educators resist the intrusion of the computer 
into the classroom, computers are increasingly becoming an 
integrated part of our everyday lives. 
"Personal computers have the power to take a limitless 
wealth of knowledge out of the sacristies and put it at the 
disposal of the masses. Already, a generation of children 
takes the technology for granted and is growing increasingly 
comfortable with its use. To them the long-heralded Infor¬ 
mation Age — whatever it brings — will become a reality." 
(Marchand and others, 1982, p. 56) 
Bowyer and Ray (1983 p.20-27) report of their experiences with 
offering a summer computer camp for 600 young people on the campus 
of Duke University. Similar programs and being offered nation-wide. 
What are the specific areas of need for computer literacy in 
higher education? The President's Commission determined an estimate 
of needs divided into three classifications by academic departments. 
A quantitative estimate was made by classifying the needs of 
major areas of study as (1) substantial, (2) limited, and (3) 
casual. Category 1 included primarily all of the biological 
and physical sciences and engineering and roughly half the 
social sciences, mathematics, and business and commerce. 
Category 2 contains the other half of mathematics, social 
service, and business plus three quarters of education. 
Category 3 included mostly the humanities. (Computers in 
Higher Education, 1967, p. 29) 
On August 26, 1981 Secretary of Education T.H. Bell created the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education. In June of 1983 the 
Commission published its report "A Nation at Risk; The Imperatives 
for Educational Reform". The report recommends as a minimum 
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requirements for high school graduation, one-half year of computer 
science. "The teaching of computer science in high school should 
equip graduates to: (a) understand the computer as an information, 
computation, and communication device; (b) use the computer in the 
study of the other basics and for personal and work-related 
purposes; and (c) understand the world of computers, electronics, 
and related technologies" (A Nation at Risk. The Imperatives for 
Educational Reform, 1983). 
The September 1979 report of the Association for Computing 
Machinery's Elementary and Secondary Schools Sub-Committee stated 
the following universal competencies which every teacher should have 
(Taylor, et. al, 1979, p. 30). 
1. Be able to write programs and sub-programs that work 
correctly and are easily readable by others, and be familiar 
with how programs and sub-programs fit together into systems. 
2. Know what general types of problems are amenable to computer 
solution and the various tools necessary for solving such 
problems, particularly in using computers in education. 
3. Know what general types of problems are not currently 
amenable to computer solution and why not, particularly in 
using computers in education. 
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4. Be able to discuss at the level of an intelligent lay-person 
the history of computing particularly as it relates to 
education. 
5. Be able to identify and generally rate several alternative 
sources of best current information of computing as it 
relates to education. 
6. Be able to discuss moral or human-impact issues of computing 
as they relate to: 
(A) societal use of computers generally, and 
(B) educational use particularly. 
What are some of the forces that have been working for and 
against increased computer literacy? Mullins (1976, p. 4) cites the 
lack of computer usage in most college courses and attributes this 
to the "low level of understanding by faculty of the pedagogical 
potential in computing for their disciplines." He also notes that 
faculty too often think of computers and mathematics in the same 
context, not realizing that computing today is far beyond 
arithmetic. Part of the problem also lies with educator's 
reluctance to view "new" technology and concepts. They wish to only 
use computers if the application looks like something that has been 
taught for several centuries. This intellectual timidity results in 
"using bright gadgets to teach the same old stuff in thinly 
disguised versions of the same old way" (Papert and Soloman, 1971, 
p. 2). We only have to look at education's reaction to the 
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inexpensive calculators to imagine their perception of computers. 
Kibler and Campbell (1976) speak of the efforts to ban calculators 
totally and when this failed, to ban them from exams or other 
"meaningful" work. Similarly, Bonham (1983, p. 72) speaks of 
"Academe's Inadequate Response to the Implications of the New 
Techology". He notes that we must redesign the processes of 
education rather than attempting to apply new techology to 
established processes. Yet at the same time Kellerman (1984 p.13) 
expresses concern that computers are being seen as a panacea for 
education's problems and also that computers which habitually give 
gratifying responses to students are performing a disservice to 
students in that they are not subjecting students to "hard work and 
the stress of mental exercise." Bell (1983, p.3) perceives a panic 
regarding the need for everyone to become computer literate and she 
argues that not all people must be equally literate. Similarly, 
Duckenfield (1984, p.35) states that there is not really a computer 
literacy crisis at the primary and secondary school level and in 
fact that although computers may be useful in the primary and 
secondary schools, they are not essential. He does believe, 
however, that a real computer literacy crisis exists in colleges and 
universities which cannot hold faculty to teach computer skills that 
business needs. 
Andrew Molnar (1978, p. 15) tells of the mathematician and 
author of many popular textbooks who observed that the first six 
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years of mathematics in our schools is devoted to learning the four 
basic functions of addition, subtraction, multiplication and 
division. He asked "if we introduce into the first grade 
calculators which automatically perform these functions, what will 
the children do for six years?" Indeed, what will the teachers do? 
A survey taken by Morrison (1983 p.1051-1057) in Australia indicated 
that those surveyed expressed much concern over the computer's 
control over lives as well as the disemploying and dehumanizing 
effects of the computer. 
Part of the resistance to computers is linked to the "myths" 
that have evolved. Raphael (1976) notes two of these myths. The 
"arithmetic myth" states that a computer is nothing but a fast 
arithmetic machine, and the "stupid computer" myth states that a 
computer is an obedient intellectual slave that can do only what it 
is told to do. Similarly, Winston (1977, p. 252) speaks of the 
"computers can never.." myths which abound among the computer 
uniniated. Computers should never have been called computers for 
the work itself implies computation only. In France it is called 
L'Informatique stressing the handling of information; in Sweden it 
is called Dators, something that handles data (Nelson, 1978). Users 
must be educated to the knowledge that the computer need not take a 
brute force approach to problems but as John Kemeny has said, 
"people must learn to work with the computer as a partner using it 
as an extension of our own brains" (Schneider, 1974, p. 163). 
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This concept of a computer as a partner is presented by Peelle 
and Rieseman (1975, p. 375). They write of the order of the four 
phases in which a student relates to a computer named HAL after 
Stanley Kubrick's film, "2001: A Space Odyssey." The computer is 
firstly a "benevolent mentor;" secondly, the computer is used as a 
"cognizant tool;" thirdly, a "problem-solving partner;" and finally 
a "learner." 
There is a stereotype of the type of individual who best works 
with computers. Mazlack's (1980) research would quickly discount 
this misconception. His research indicates no significant 
correlation between success with computers and gender, or semester 
in school or results in the IBM programming aptitude test. Friedman 
(1983) exhibits one of the misconceptions regarding computers when 
he states "requirements for entering a teacher education program 
should include the ability to tolerate working a computer for 
extended periods of time without showing excessive frustration." 
There are those who would avoid the use of computers in the 
classroom because the students tend to get "hooked" on computers and 
feel that their regular subjects are not as interesting or relevant 
(Code, 1972). In the public press we read of communities banning or 
restricting arcades because of their concerns with young people s 
addiction to these games. Seidel and Rubin (1977) note that the 
United States population growth is leveling off; the birth rate is 
decreasing, funding for education is down, and the demands for 
35 
individualized instruction are increasing. They argue that 
educators must accept the computer as a learning tool if only to 
manage data bases that allow for the retrieval of information which 
is currently lost in the information explosion. 
Seymour Papert (1971, pp. 1, 2) in his paper, "Teaching Children 
Thinking," makes a statement regarding the necessity and 
desirability of using the computer in the education of children. 
"I believe with Dewey, Montessori and Piaget that children 
learn by doing and by thinking about what they do. And so 
the fundamental ingredients of educational motivation must 
be better things to do and better ways to think about 
oneself doing these things. I claim that computation is by 
far the richest known source of these ingredients. We can 
give children unprecedented power to invent and carry out 
exciting projects by providing them with access to 
computers." 
Papert's previous statement is directed toward children, 
however, the same motivational factors also occur in a higher 
education setting. Any learner, child or adult, with the aid of a 
computer can invent and carry out meaningful and exciting projects. 
The combinations of decreased spending in higher education, 
coupled with high inflation and decreasing enrollments indicates 
that educators must think in terms of increasing instructional 
efficiency. Graybeal (1981) presents a graphic representation of 
the effects of a declining population on the enrollments in higher 
education over the next fifteen years. The Northeast and 
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Massachusetts in particular, will be most affected by these 
decreases. 
Suggestions for a Computer Literacy Program 
The 1967 Report of the President's Science Advisory Committee on 
Computers in Higher Education (1967, pp. 38, 39) made specific 
recommendations regarding how faculty members could be encouraged to 
become more computer literate. Their recommendations are as 
applicable today as they were eighteen years ago. They emphasized 
beginning a computer literacy program using those disciplines, such 
as the sciences, which already make substantial use of the 
computer. They also encouraged beginning with younger faculty who, 
being closer to their undergraduate days, should be more aware of 
the need for computer literacy. It is hoped that older faculty 
members can be just as aware and interested. Specifically, the 
committee stated: 
"Instruction at no monetary cost to the faculty should be 
offered in a variety of ways; for example, short courses 
during the academic year, seminars between regular semesters 
or quarters, and longer courses during part of the summer. 
Some of the courses should be so general that a faculty mem¬ 
ber from any discipline can attend and gain something from 
the discussion. Others should be disciplined-oriented and 
present special techniques that have been advanced to solve 
particular problems." 
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Their use of the term "course" brings up connotations of 
classroom settings, lectures, test, etc. The author believe that 
this connotation should be avoided so as not to intimidate or 
embarrass faculty. The emphasis should be a sharing rather than 
competitive setting for the presentation of the computer literacy 
program. Purga (1983, pp.2-10) reports the result of a survey taken 
of people active in computer education (Appendix V). The survey was 
taken in connection with the New York State Education Department — 
NEREX Computer Literacy Project. The survey identifies areas of 
agreement such as the need for hands-on experience but also notes 
areas of disagreement such as when to begin a computer literacy 
program. 
The ES task group on computer science preliminary report 
recommends a one year course at the secondary school level which 
will stress problem-solving skills using computing tools. The 
primary topic would not be electronics, computer engineering, 
training for data processing careers or professional programming. 
The aims of the program would be: 
1. To provide the student with the ability to use computers as 
tools for problem-solving in a variety of circumstances. 
2. To provide the student with a realistic concept of the 
power, usefulness and limitations of computers. 
3. To provide the student with information about the role of 
computers in current information processing and its effects 
of social structure. 
4. ‘To provide the student with a context from which to consider 
possible future directions in the use of computing tools. 
(Rodgers, 1979, pp. 20, 21) 
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EDUCOM is a non profit consortium of Colleges, Universities, and 
other non-profit institutions founded in 1964 to facilitate the 
introduction, use and management of information technology. They 
created, in 1983, the EDUCOM Computer Literacy Project (ECLP)(1983 
p.12-13). This group is currently gathering information throughout 
higher ecucation about computer literacy activities. This 
information will be reported back to the membership via the EDUCOM 
Computer Literacy Newsletter. In addition, several computer 
literacy models will be developed within particular disciplines. 
Elliott and Peelle (1975, p. 70) state "...at a minimum, 
teachers need to be able to convey the importance of knowing about 
computers, and be able to arrange computing environments which 
foster the development of competent learners." 
Various suggested formats for computer literacy programs appear 
in the literature. These methods range from formalized degree 
programs (DeLorenzo, 1979) through informal training. Mitchell 
(1983, p. 89) discusses the retraining of faculty from their current 
discipline to enable them to teach computer courses. He encourages 
the formalized approach to such an effort resulting in 
credentializing such programs. B.B. Schimming (1980) makes a 
distinction between the degree and type of computer literacy needed 
by computer/data processing professionals vs. information system 
professionals vs. the end users. Most college faculty and 
administrators fall into the second and third categories. Teachers 
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usually need an opportunity for "hands-on" experience with computer 
applications in their area rather than learning how to program 
(Honeycutt and Klein, 1978). Frenzel (1983, pp.139-141) believes 
that "one of the fastest and most effective ways to become computer 
literate is to plunge right in and buy a personal computer. You 
still can't beat the old fashioned learn by doing approach to 
education. The discovery method of learning is incredibly effective 
because you tend to understand and remember best those things you 
discover or learn on your own." Townsend and Hale (1981) believe 
that faculty resistence to the use of any techology in education can 
be reduced by holding workshops which both demonstrate and allow for 
"hands on" usage of the computer. They also encourage the 
dissemination of computer articles in specific subject areas to 
faculty who teach in those disciplines. 
Naiman (1982 p.38-39) discusses a variety of methods to provide 
teachers with an opportunity to become more computer literate. They 
include, knowledgeable teachers teaching teachers, providing 
inservice days, and using external training, state agencies and 
professional organizations to offer computer workshops. The 
University of Florida's development of a Faculty Support Center 
which provides hands-on training in the use of computers is 
described by Sanders (1983, p.45). With the cooperation of IBM, the 
center has been developed to provide short courses on micro-computer 
applications "ranging from word-processing and data manipulation to 
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elementary programming." Recently the Carnegie Foundation of New 
York announced the approval of a $1.06 million grant for 
Carnegie-Mellon Unviversity. The grant will fund the 
Interuniversity Consortioum on Educational Computing (ICEC) which 
will consist of a broad spectrum of colleges and universities 
developing and exchanging information on advanced computer programs 
for education (The Forum for Academic Computing and Teaching Systems 
1984, p.5). 
What are some methods of presenting a computer literacy 
program? The value of field trips and guest speakers is discussed 
by Schimming (1980). Bell (1983, pp.138-141), of Michigan State 
University, presents a unique program that has placed its emphasis 
on developing computer awareness curriculum materials that can be 
used by teachers with little or no knowledge of computers 
instructing students with similar backgrounds. In the process, they 
all learn. Honeycutt and Klein (1978) discuss the credit program 
which was established at the North Carolina State University using a 
television course designed around a computer literacy video tape 
developed by Bowing Computer Services. Using T.V. facilities to 
teach computer literacy is perfectly consistent with the develop¬ 
ment of new technology. The Southern California Consortium for 
Community College Television (The New Literacy, 1983) with funding 
support by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting/Annenberg School 
of Communications, have developed a computer literacy telecourse 
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directed toward both educational instututions and business 
organizations. The telecourse is presented through use of a text 
and videotapes developed to compliment each other. David Moursund 
(1975) in an article regarding teacher certification asserts that 
just as some certifying districts demand an audio/visual course as a 
prerequisite for certification, a computer literacy course should 
also be required prior to becoming certified as a teacher. Rogers, 
Moursund, and Engel (1984, p.195-200) state the case for the need of 
new teachers to be trained regarding the use of computers in 
education and also the need to retrain those currently teaching who 
lack sufficient computer knowledge. They report key recommendations 
formulated by the ACM Elementary and Secondary School Subcommittee 
regarding the sort of computer education today's elementary and 
secondary teachers need. 
Most colleges that have embarked on a computer literacy 
program for faculty choose the traditional approach of teaching them 
the programming language BASIC. This approach was taken at Stanford 
University (Code, 1972) and at Cuyahoga Community College (Spero, 
1973). Finkel (1983, p.14) argues against teaching only BASIC in a 
computer literacy program. He states "The courses that claim to 
provide literacy by teaching prograramming in the BASIC language may 
result in a misleading myopic view of the uses of computers. He 
further states "If courses are to be taught, they should stress 
specific applications such as word processing or spreadsheet 
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manipulation. For the casual programmmer, the proliferation of 
packaged software may ring a welcome death knell for the need to 
create programs line-by-line." Fischer (1984 pp.22-28), commenting 
on two computer literacy approaches, similarly argues against the 
use of BASIC as a programming language in a computer literacy effort 
and instead encourages the use of LOGO. 
Seymour Papert (1980) believes that BASIC as a computer language 
has become ingrained into our computer thinking, much as the QWERTY 
keyboard has become the accepted typewriter/terminal keyboard even 
though it is not the most efficient keyboard. He argues that other 
languages, such as LOGO, which demand greater resources than BASIC, 
but which are now available, should be considered as teaching 
alternatives to BASIC. There are a variety of languages available 
as introductory languages in computer literacy programs. 
BASIC (Beginner's All-Purpose Symbolic Instruction Code) was 
developed at Dartmouth College for time sharing use. It is a 
relatively easy language to learn and is supported by most large or 
small computer manufacturers. 
APL (A Programming Language) was developed by Kenneth Iverson of 
I.B.M. Corporation. APL is particulary well suited for working with 
arrays, allowing the programmer to perform complex operations with a 
minimum of coding. APL is easily learned and can be readily self 
taught (Peelle, 1974). 
LOGO, developed at M.I.T. by Seymour Papert, is a language 
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designed to make mathematics and computer programming enjoyable to 
children. By manipulating a screen "turtle", children acquire some 
importent principles of computer programming and mathematics, 
particularly geometry. 
PILOT is a CAI programming language. The creation and execution 
of lessons can be easily accomplished by a non-programmer, teacher, 
student or experienced programmer. 
The PASCAL language is similar to FORTRAN and BASIC and more 
closely resembles PL/1. Niklaus Wirth of the Eidgenossische 
Technische Hochschule (ETH) in Zurich, Switzerland actually 
developed PASCAL based on the language ALGOL60. He felt that most 
major languages used to teach programming concepts lacked order and 
discipline. His two aims were: 
1. To make available a language suitable for teaching 
programming as a systematic discipline based on certain 
fundamental concepts clearly and naturally reflected by the 
language 
2. To develop implementations of this language that are 
both reliable and efficient on presently available computers 
(Richards, 1982, p. 10). 
The August 1981 issue of BYTE magazine was devoted to a 
presentation of the language SMALLTALK which emphasizes interactive 
graphics, modular development of programs and integrated approaches 
to accessing program development tools" (Goldberg, 1981, p. 22). 
Atari's Alan Kay states that if we are going to teach pro¬ 
gramming to adults, they must learn to think as a child. 
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"It is facinating to watch how children and adults learn to 
cope with their computers. Almost intuitively children seem 
to understand that Zen-like simplicity is the key. Few 
adults manage to attain the same state of grace. 'Pro¬ 
gramming is as simple as Lego blocks or Tinker Toys,' says 
Atari's Alan Kay. 'It's easy for kids 'cause they are 
willing to dink around for a long time. Adults try to 
steamroll problems and reach for professional stuff. You 
have to be willing to be a beginner.'" (Marback and 
Ottiers, 1982, p. 52). 
How else might seminars be structured? Joseph Denk (1970) of 
the North Carolina Educational Computing Service structured a 
program which brought courses by means of circuit riders to 70 
universities, colleges, and technical schools throughout his state. 
The emphasis of his program was on introducing non-computer people 
to the computer by using existing "canned" library programs within 
the group's discipline. Pritchard and Spicer (1983 pp.1-4) report 
the successful results of a core course "Computing as a Resource" 
which is taught each semester at Vassar College under the direction 
of a "program coordinator". The course is for undergraduates and 
also includes four faculty who are not computer knowledgeable. They 
contribute insights into how the computer could be used in their 
disciplines while at the same time becoming more computer literate 
along with the students. 
When presenting a formal seminar, one must avoid the pitfalls 
seen in many introductory courses in computer science. As Robert 
Cook (1977) of Central Michigan University notes, "A similar lack of 
enthusiasm is found among students in this course for another topic 
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almost universally found in introductory texts, namely number 
systems and binary/octal/hex arithmetic. Again, if we can resist 
the temptation to dazzle the students with our arithmetic prowess in 
hex and binary operations, and conversions from one base to another, 
more time will be available to cover subjects which are relevant to 
the objectives of the course." This necessity of deliniating that 
which is meaningful from the vast amount of computer related 
information available, is addressed by Schare (1983 pp.175-182). 
She found that users do not use or often even read formal user 
guides or manuals but rather compile their own set of notes on 
materials they have been shown. They then want to practice and 
discover for themselves. 
There can be demonstrations of how the computer can be used in 
the instructional process; however, the use of the computer in the 
instructional process should be tempered with realism and not 
present the computer to be a panacea for all of education's 
problems. The evaluation of TICCIT (Time-shared, Interactive, 
Computer-Controlled Information Television) which was developed by 
Mitre Corporation under an NSF Grant, points up the need for 
realism. They promised far more than they could deliver and, 
consequently, the educator's evaluation of the system was relatively 
unfavorable (Alderman, 1978). 
The Association for Computing Machinary (ACM) reported in 1976 
the results of a study which said in part "consideration should be 
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given, however, to the possibility of incorporating material on 
computer impact into existing courses and curricula either in 
addition to or instead of separate courses in computers and society" 
(Austing and Engel, 1976, p. 6). 
Ronald DeLorenzo, (1979, p. 1) in an article regarding CAI at 
Middle Georgia College, expresses his belief that "The most 
effective way to increase faculty usage is to have an individual 
meeting with each faculty member. It is usually a waste of time to 
rely on mimeograph handouts and announcements at faculty meetings to 
accomplish this task." William Mitchell (1980) addresses the need 
for a liason person between the faculty and "computer types" in an 
article entitled "Computer Education in the 1980's: A Somber View." 
It may be that all participants will not achieve success in a 
Computer Literacy Program. Widner and Parker (1983, pp.23-24) 
address the issue of computer anxiety that can diminish the 
effectiveness of a computer literacy effort. They believe that 
"Teachers of adults should emphasize that while children's 
unhesitant eagerness makes learning about computers easy for them, 
adults have the virtues of patience and perseverance, as well as 
their experience in learning, to aid them greatly." Frederick H. 
Bell (1982, p. 175), writing about his experiences in faculty 
development in the area of computer literacy, states that, 
"Experience indicates that for 10 trainees, 1 will be there solely 
for pay, 2 will have difficulty mastering hardware and algorithmic 
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thinking skills; 5 will do well, but will not pursue it later; and 2 
will do instructional computing in their classes." 
What contributes to a successful computer literacy program? 
Riechmann and Malec (1976, pp. 293, 303) note that, 
"The program should emphasize processes such as growth or 
development of a teacher's ability and should not focus on a 
'defect' point of view. This distinction is crucial. The 
latter approach assumes deficiencies and focuses on repair 
and remedy. Such an approach can only be negative and 
threatening. The developmental approach recognizes that 
teaching is a complex skill activity engaged in by 
well-motivated professionals." 
Including faculty members in the planning process of a computer 
literacy program recognizes their ability to meaningfully contribute 
to the program. The author believes that this is consistent with 
the concept of a developmental approach to computer literacy. 
Tosi and Hammer (1978) divide this attitude change process into 
three distinct steps. First there is compliance; then 
identification, and finally, internalization. On the compliance 
level, an individual accepts, under pressure, the influence to 
change his/her attitudes, while on the identification level, the 
individual is more receptive, recognizing that the attitudinal 
change is consistent with his/her self image and results in a 
satisfactory relationship with his/her group. Finally, the 
internalization process occurs when the attitudinal change fits the 
the individual's value system and provides intrinsic satisfaction. 
Newstrom et al, (1973) make a distinction between the participative 
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change cycle and the coerced changed cycle. The participative 
change cycle begins at the knowledge level, which results in an 
attitudinal change, which leads to a change in individual 
behaviors. Coerced change first affects group behavior which may or 
may not affect an individual's behavior. A change in attitudes and 
knowledge by coerced change is unlikely. 
The preceding suggestions that have been made regarding the 
presentation of a computer literacy program illustrate the wide 
variation of opinions among authors. Their opinions vary 
considerably regarding faculty selection, setting, topics and method 
of presentation. Thus the need to involve the faculty in designing 
the program so that it can be tailored to their specific needs. As 
Dr. Sylvia Charp, Editor-In-Chief of T.H.E. Journal said,"Technology 
is changing so rapidly and with it the desire for people to try new 
things, that what is overlooked is our goal which is to fit 
technology to the capabilities, wishes, attitudes and needs of the 
educator or industrial trainer (1982, p. 11)." 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
Purpose 
In the words of Andrew Molnar, (1978, p.37) "Energy-rich nations 
have developed national programs to exploit resources; so we must 
develop our human resources. In an information society, a computer 
literate populace is as important as energy and raw materials are to 
an industrial society." The author believes that most faculty 
members in higher education recognize the need to possess a greater 
degree of computer literacy since the computer has probably affected 
their academic discipline. The author also believes that it is 
necessary to learn, from the faculty themselves, how their computer 
literacy needs, if they perceive they exist, can best be met. 
This study was conducted to determine the answers to four 
general questions: 
1. Do faculty members desire to participate in an on-campus 
Computer Literacy Program? 
2. What computer knowledge and/or skills would faculty members 
want to acquire? 
3. How would faculty members want a Computer Literacy Program 
presented in terms of format, times, setting, and grouping? 
4. Would faculty members anticipate using the computer 
instructionally in their classroom? If not, why not. 
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The faculty's responses to these four items has been analyzed 
and predicated on the findings, a computer literacy program for 
faculty in one academic department was designed. This program has 
been presented to this one faculty department and a determination 
has been made of the extent to which faculty who indicated an 
interest in a Computer Literacy Program actively participated in the 
program. The participants were asked to evaluate its effectiveness 
and their ideas and suggestions regarding changes and improvements 
were elicited. An attempt was also made to determine which 
particular aspects of the program were found to be of most interest 
to the participants. The results of this evaluation by the first 
group will be considered in the design of a revised program to be 
presented to the second group and so on. 
The entire program consists of the following steps: 
1. Setting the stage for a Computer Literacy Program 
2. Determining faculty interests 
3. Setting up the Computer Literacy Program 
4. Implementing the program 
5. Evaluating the program 
6. Revising the program and doing it again 
Recommendations for carrying out and developing the program 
further and questions for future research are also considered. 
Having concluded that there is no one definition of what 
constitutes Computer Literacy in Higher Education, considerable 
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thought was given regarding what topics should be included in a 
Computer Literacy program in Higher Education and the literature was 
researched for guidance. There appears to be no specific suggested 
Computer Literacy programs for Higher Education professors. 
Teaching computer literacy in education is challenging. There 
are no common definitions of computer literacy and in fact there is 
considerable disagreement among those in the field regarding 
questions as basic as, "should a computer literacy program include 
programming?" The presenter of a computer literacy program must 
possess a variety of different skills and areas of knowledge. The 
presenter must be technically knowledgeable of computers, know the 
applications of computers to various disciplines, and be aware of 
humanistic concerns. There is an exploding knowledge in this area. 
Every topic leads to something else in this rapidly changing field. 
There is apathy among some in education regarding computer 
technology, while others are plagued by the rampant myths and fears 
of computers which prevent learning. The issue of computer literacy 
in education has become politically charged as forces outside of 
education demand that students be more computer literate. These 
political pressures are also occurring during a time of economic 
slowdown and budget cuts. Finally, there is a traditional inertia 
in education which has caused it to shun new technologies and to be 
recalcitrant in accepting new innovations, even though business and 
industry move forward and are indeed developing their own computer 
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literacy training programs. 
In a short article entitled "Computer Literacy: Speaking for the 
Illiterates", Marvin Heller, (1982) an Associate Professor of 
Education at the University of Northern Iowa, suggests to the 
"experts" what he, a computer "illiterate" would like to have 
included in a Computer Literacy program. 
By first going to the faculty and attempting to determine their 
interests and desires regarding a computer literacy program a 
significant problem has been addressed, i.e., how to get started. 
This solicitation of faculty contributions gets the program started 
and also achieves the beneficial result of involving faculty in the 
determination of the program. Key administrators such as the 
President, Vice President of Academic Affairs and Dean of the 
Faculty were also included in the planning stage to ensure an 
institutional committment. 
The ultimate goal of the program is to bring faculty members to 
a stage where they can pursue self learning of computers. 
Throughout the program, the faculty has been encouraged to express 
their desires on where the program should go. This attention to 
individual interests should increase the meaningfulness of the 
program. 
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Methodology 
A survey was developed by the author using the results of 
research in the area of computer literacy. The entire concept of a 
faculty computer literacy effort, including an initial survey on the 
Worcester State College campus, was first presented to the College's 
President for his approval and suggestions. It was then presented 
to the Vice President of Academic Affairs and the Dean of the 
Faculty for their review and approval. It was then presented to the 
leadership of the local faculty union to assure that the plan met 
with their approval and did not violate any contractural 
agreements. The plan was next presented to the chairperson of the 
Mathematics/Computer Science department for his review and 
suggestions. At this point, the survey was finalized. It was then 
presented at a meeting of the Departmental Chairpersons and the 
author requested that he be allowed to meet with each department at 
a regular department meeting to explain and distribute the survey. 
The request was granted and the author met with each department 
individually, explaining the plans for a computer literacy effort 
and the desire to identify their perceptions of what would 
constitute a meaningful program. The surveys were either completed 
at the meeting or left with them, with the request that they be 
returned to the author through the faculty mails. 
The results of the survey have been subjected to statistical 
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analysis and the results are reported. Interviews were conducted 
with faculty members regarding a computer literacy program and the 
results of these interviews are presented in a written narrative. 
Using both the results of the survey and interviews, a computer 
literacy program for the faculty of Worcester State College's 
Education Department was designed. 
The Survey Instrument 
A review of the literature led to the discovery of a variety of 
instruments related to computer literacy but none to determine, from 
the consumer, what topics and implementation methodology they 
preferred. Therefore, the suggested topics and techniques for 
implementing a Computer Literacy Program for Faculty in Higher 
Education Survey have been devised by the author. 
The author's survey (Appendix B) is divided into three sections; 
(1) General Information, (2) Suggested Topics and (3) Methods of 
Presentation. An effort was made to acquire meaningful information 
while also limiting the length of the instrument since it was felt 
that faculty would be less likely to take the time to respond to a 
lengthy survey. 
The first section contained on the first page of the survey 
consists of a statement of the purpose of the survey and a set of 
questions regarding the subjects' academic backgrounds and their 
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current computer knowledgeability. This first section also allowed 
for a determination of how many of the respondents wished to 
participate in a computer literacy program and whether or not they 
anticipated that any acquired computer skills and/or understandings 
would be used by them in the classroom. 
The statement of purpose reads "This survey is designed to 
determine if you would wish to participate in a voluntary Computer 
Literacy Program and if so, what topics you would like to see 
discussed and in what format you would prefer the program to be 
presented." In addition to telling the faculty the purpose of the 
survey , this explanation emphasised the concept of "wish to 
participate in a voluntary Computer Literacy Program," with the 
emphasis on "voluntary." As will be explained in greater detail in 
chapter IV, there was a constant effort made to assure the voluntary 
aspect of this program so that no administrative coersion would be 
implied. 
To begin responding to the General Information section of the 
survey, the faculty member filled in his/her name followed by the 
faculty member's academic department and total year teaching. 
There are ten academic departments at Worcester State College. 
These ten departments are the result of a 1981 merger of twenty-four 
disciplines into the ten departments. A listing of the disciplines 
contained within each department follows. 
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Art and Humanities 
Art 
Media 
Mus ic 
Philosophy 
Communication Diosorders 
Education/Library Science 
Health Services 
Health Studies 
Physical Education 
Languages and Literature 
English 
Foreign Languages (French,German,Spanish) 
Management and Urban Studies 
Economics 
Management 
Urban Studies 
Mathematics and Computer Science 
Natural and Earth Sciences 
Biology 
Nuclear Medicine Technology 
Chemistry 
Geography and Geology 
Natural Science and Physics 
Energy Studies 
Nursing 
Social and Behavioral Sciences 
History/Political Science 
Psychology 
Sociology 
The next three items of the General Information are (1) "Do You 
Personally Use a Computer: Yes or No," (2) "Do Your Students Use a 
Computer as Part of Your Course: Yes or No," and (3) "Your degree 
of Computer knowledgeability; expert, very knowledgeable, somewhat 
knowledgeable or not knowledgeable." The purpose of these three 
items was to ascertain the faculty member's current degree of 
computer knowledgeability and active involvement. 
The next item posed the critical question "Would you participate 
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in a Voluntary Program at Worcester State College to Increase Your 
Computer Knowledgeability: Yes or No." Once again, the voluntary 
aspect of the program is emphasised. If the respondent answered 
No" to this item, there was no need to continue the survey since 
the subsequent items would not be meaningful. If the response was 
"yes", the respondent was asked to continue the survey. 
The last item of general information, in this first section, was 
"Would you Anticipate a Carry-Over of any Acquired Computer Skills 
and/or Understandings into your Classroom; Yes or No." This item 
was to present a particular problem to some respondents who felt 
that they could not make such a determinations until such time as 
they became more knowledgeable. This is discussed in detail in 
Chapter V. 
Analysis of Data 
The survey of the faculty started with an instrument that 
contained five additional items in the General Information section. 
These items were: 
1. Sex: Male Female 
4. Academic Rank: Instructor Asst. Prof. 
Assoc. Prof._Full Prof._Other 
Explain __ 
3. Tenure Status: Tenured _Non-Tenured_ 
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4. Terminal Degree: Bachelor's _Master's _Doctorate 
5. Total Years Teaching at Worcester State College: 1-5 
6-10_11-15_16-20_over_. 
The first faculty group the author met with was Health Services, 
consisting of faculty in Health Studies and Physical Education. 
Several members of this department expressed displeasure at the 
first four items, deeming them to be too personal and not necessary 
to the purpose of the survey. Based on this negative reaction, the 
author revised the General Information section, deleting these four 
items and also the fifth item which was of questionable necessity 
since the total years of teaching informaton was being obtained. 
The second section of the survey, which is also the second page, 
listed a variety of twenty-six topics which could be addressed in a 
computer literacy program. The faculty were asked to indicate on a 
scale of 1 to 5 their extent of agreement that a topic should be 
included. 
The response codes were: 
Strongly agree 1 
Mostly agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disageee 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
A listing of the twenty six topics follows: 
A general background Computer Literacy Session 
History of computers 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Computer terminology 
What computers can/can't do 
How to use a computer 
Business applications 
Playing computer games 
Career opportunities 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Computer managed instruction 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Use of the computer in advising 
Word processing 
Different types of computers 
Types of data entry/information response 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Learn to program 
Micro-Home computers 
Videodisk and computers 
Communication links through computer 
Artificial intelligence 
Graphics 
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Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Any other topics of interest to you 
These topics were chosen as a result of research into the 
literature and discussions with faculty and others involved with 
computers and education regarding areas of interest. The first 
topic selection is a "general background computer literacy 
session." Those faculty members who felt that they were not 
sufficiently knowledgeable to select particular topics of interest 
were encouraged to select this topic. The general background 
session would briefly discuss each of the other topics so that the 
faculty would then be better able to specify specific topics. 
The remainder of the topics were arranged into four broad 
groupings in an attempt to bring some organization to the topics. 
The eight topics from "History of Computer" through "Career 
Opportunities" deals with the general background aspects of 
computers. The seven topics from "Uses of the Computer in the 
Classroom "through "Word Processing" deal with the use of the 
computer specifically in education. The next four items from 
"Different Types of Computers "through "Learn to Program" address 
the more technical aspects of programs. The last six items from 
"Micro—Home computers" through "Trends: The Future of Computers in 
Society" concern current developments in computers. Lastly, there 
is an opportunity for the respondent to indicate specific topics of 
interest not contained in the list. 
61 
The third section of the survey, located on the third page, 
identified faculty preferences for "Methods of Presentation of a 
Computer Literacy Program." This section afforded the faculty the 
opportunity to express their particular preferences or lack thereof, 
regarding whether the presentation should be formal or informal, and 
whether the groupings of faculty should be large group, small group, 
or individual. The groups can also be constituted from one 
discipline, or multidisciplines. The faculty also indicated their 
preferences for a format: hands on, demonstration, 
lecture/discussion, and/or field trip. The preferred setting of 
classroom, office, computer center, or other was also solicited. 
The specific times the program should be presented was also offered 
as an option. It consisted of informal meetings, short course 
during the academic year, short evening course during the academic 
year, seminar between regular semesters or long courses during the 
summer. The final item addressed the possible compensation of 
faculty for participating in a computer literacy program. The 
options were, compensation not necessary, compensation is necessary, 
should be a reduced load or other. This last part of the survey 
contained a space for optional comments by the respondents. 
The Personal Interview 
Informal interviews were conducted with fourteen faculty after 
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the surveys were returned. These fourteen people were grouped into 
three groups each representing a cross section of the respondents as 
determined by their responses to three items in the survey. The 
four individuals who alone indicated no interest in a computer 
literacy program were interviewed as well as a sample of ten from 
the remaining ninety-eight who did indicate an interest in 
participating in such a program. Of the sample of ten who plan to 
participate, an effort was made to interview five of those who 
anticipate no carry over of computer literacy into their classroom 
to determine why they held this opinion. Similarly, five of those 
who did anticipate a carry over were asked how they forsaw this 
happening. The selection of the five individuals in each of the two 
latter groups was done randomly from within each total group. 
The interviews were conducted in a comfortable setting such as 
the interviewee's office or a quiet place on campus where there 
would be minimal disturbance or interruption. The interviews were 
semi-structured with specific structured questions regarding the 
previously stated items interspersed with more generalized 
questioning. The line of questioning was individualized and 
attempted to establish the person's academic and teaching background 
and their currunt computer knolwedgeability. Their attitide toward 
computers in general and toward their academic discipline in 
particular was sought out by means of questions such as "Do you feel 
a need to become more computer knowledgeable and why?", "Do you feel 
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that computers are making an impact in your discipline and how?" 
"Are computers a positive or a negative force in your academic 
area?" Their areas of computer interest, if they existed, were 
pursued with questions regarding which topics interest them and how 
they would like to see these topics presented. They were also asked 
the times and settings they would prefer for any computer literacy 
effort. Finally, they were encouraged to discuss any areas or 
topics of particular concern to them. These interviews provided a 
qualitative aspect to the quantitative data received from the survey. 
CHAPTER IV 
METHODOLOGY 
The Sample 
The survey instrument was presented to the faculty of Worcester 
State College. Worcester State College is one of the nine state 
colleges which comprise the Massachusetts State College System. It 
is governed by a local Board of Trustees under the direction of the 
Board of Regents of Higher Education. Founded in 1874, the college 
has evolved from being exclusively a teacher's education college to 
its current status of providing a wide variety of four year degeee 
programs, various Masters degrees and Certificates of Advanced 
Graduate Study (CAGS). 
The college is located in Worcester, Massachusetts an urban city 
of approximately 200,000 residents. The 3000 enrolled undergraduate 
students are mostly commuters from the central Massachusetts area 
with only 550 students in residence. The college's evening division 
of graduate and continuing education serves approximately 2500 
students each semester. The college is located in the middle of an 
intense high technology area with Data General, Digital Equipment 
Corporation, Prime Computer, and Wang Laboratories, to name but a 
few, located within a short driving distance from the campus. 
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Of the 174 faculty members at Worcester State College, 
consisting of 121 men and 53 women, 102 responded to the written 
survey. Of these 102 respondents, fourteen were interviewed. The 
faculty of Worcester State College is characterized by its stability 
in that there has been a relatively minor turnover of faculty over 
the years resulting in a mostly tenured faculty. 
Administration of the Survey 
Having designed the survey instrument, the next task was to 
determine how to best present it to the faculty in order to ensure, 
as much as possible, a good response. Recognizing that the success 
of any faculty development venture will be better insured when there 
is broad based support, the author decided to take the time 
necessary to lay a firm foundation for the study by "setting the 
stage" for the study. This consisted of obtaining, prior to any 
discussion with faculty, the contributions and support of the 
college's administration. 
Having developed the survey instrument, the author met with the 
colleges Adademic Dean to discuss the possibility of surveying the 
faculty, regarding a computer literacy program, analyzing the 
results and establishing such a program. The Academic Dean reviewed 
the survey instrument and proposed plan and a procedural plan was 
lied for the college's President to be agreed upon. The plan ca 
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advised of the plan and his counsel sought. The plan was then to be 
presented to the Vice President of Adademic Affairs for her approval 
and recommendations. Assuming that the President and Vice President 
concurred with the Dean's approval, the plan was next to be 
presented to the chairperson of the computer science department. 
From there it was presented to the elected offices of the Faculty 
Union for their review and then to all chairpersons for their 
consideration. Finally, the survey was presented to the faculty at 
individual department meetings. At every step of this process it 
was explained that the results of the survey would be used, in 
addition to establishing an on campus program, as part of the 
author's doctoral disseertation. A listing of the individuals who 
reviewed the proposal and survey follows: 
Academic Dean 
President 
Vice President of Academic Affairs 
Computer Science Department Chairperson 
Faculty Union Officers 
Department Chairpersons 
Faculty 
This process took a considerable amount of time since each 
individual or group was asked to review the proposed survey and 
suggest changes. However, the time was well spent. As a result of 
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acquiring this broad based approval, many worthwhile suggestions 
were received and institutional commitment was assured. 
The first administrator with whom the author met was the 
Academic Dean. At that meeting the procedure to be followed to 
accomplish the full program were discussed. The entire program 
would consist of: 
1. Setting the Stage 
2. Determining interests 
3. Setting up a Computer Literacy Program 
4. Implementing an initial program 
5. Evaluating the program 
6. Continuing to revise and implement the program 
The Academic Dean was chosen as the first contact administrator 
not only because of his position, whose support was crucial to the 
success of the program, but also because of his past demonstrations 
of an ability to organize and implement organizational change. 
He approved of the survey instrument as constructed and together 
it was agreed which administrators were to be consulted and the 
order in which it would be done. It was also agreed that in an 
attempt to achieve a good response, it would be advantageous to 
ultimately present the survey to the faculty personally at their 
regular department meetings rather than impersonally through the 
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college's mails. 
An appointment was then made with the President of the college 
to discuss the faculty computer literacy program and to seek his 
approval and suggestions. A memo explaining the purpose of the 
appointment and a copy of the survey was sent prior to the meeting 
so that he would have an opportunity to review the proposal and 
instrument. He supported the program and made two requests. The 
first request being that all interested segments of the college be 
given the opportunity to review the proposal and materials, as he 
had done, prior to presenting them to the faculty. His second 
request was that there be a clear understanding that this program 
was totally voluntary and that there was no administrative coersion 
whatsoever to get faculty to participate. As a result of this 
concern, the voluntary aspect of the program was emphasised in the 
statement of purpose on the survey's first page and also in the 
wording of the statement which appears in the General Information 
section; "Would you participate in a Voluntary Program at Worcester 
State College to Increase Your Computer Knoweledgeability; Yes No. 
In addition, this voluntary aspect was restated, by the author, to 
every individual to whom he spoke regarding the program. 
Having secured the support of the Academic Dean and President, 
the proposal and survey was presented to the Vice President of 
Adademic Affairs for her approval. She gave the program her stamp 
of approval with the same cautions that all college segments be 
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involved. 
The next individual to review the proposal was the Chairperson 
of the Computer Science Department. His counsel was sought for two 
reasons. First his knowledge of computers in education could 
contribute to the development of a more meaningful program and 
secondly, the program was not to be thought of as an intrusion into 
the area of the computer science department but rather as working 
with the department to assure greater computer knowledgeability 
campus wide. The plan and instrument were presented to him and he 
in turn shared it with his department members. He assured the 
author that his department supported the effort and might be 
interested in later providing instructional support. 
Having achieved support thus far, the plan and survey instrument 
was presented to the officers of the Faculty Union. They responded 
that they had no objection to the faculty being surveyed regarding a 
computer literacy program and, as a result of the survey, a program 
being established. Once again, the voluntary nature of this 
endeavor was stressed. 
The author requested and was granted an opportunity to appear on 
the agenda of the monthly Department Chairperson's meeting to 
present the plan for a survey and subsequent computer literacy 
program. At the presentation, the author described the steps 
previously taken to assure an institutional committment, emphasised 
again the voluntary nature of the program, and stated that, if the 
70 
plan met with their approval, individual appointments would be made 
to meet with each department personally. They expressed unaninmous 
approval for the plan. It took two months from the time the plan 
was proposed to the Academic Dean through the time the Department 
Chairpersons approved it. This length of time was a result of the 
time it takes to schedule meetings with busy people as well as the 
time that had to be allowed for individuals to review the plan. 
Despite its lengthyness, the time was well spent in acquiring 
institutional support. The next phase, presenting the survey to the 
faculty would take nearly twice as long. 
The decision had been reached by both the Academic Dean and the 
author that the survey should be presented personally to the 
faculty. It was also agreed that the way to accomplish this was to 
meet with the faculty at their individual department meetings. 
These department meetings are held once a month on an appointed day 
after classes have ended. The author found that he could only meet 
with two or three groups during the time set aside for department 
meetings thus resulting in the presentation of the survey to 
departments stretching over a four month period. Each presentation 
was scheduled through the appropriate department chairperson for a 
particular time. A typical presentation took about fifteen minutes 
but this could vary depending upon the number of questions asked. 
The first presentation was to the Health Services Department 
which consists of the Health Studies and Physical Education 
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disciplines. It was at this presentation that the four items 
regarding sex, academic rank, tenure and terminal degree were 
challenged as being irrelevent and were subsequently deleted. Those 
in the physical education area expressed a desire to learn more 
about computers which analyze athletic performance and can be used 
to improve this performance. Several Health professors were aware 
of programs which analyze diet and other matters such as health 
hazard warnings. Their questions regarding a carry-over of any 
acquired computer skills and/or understandings into the classroom 
resulted in an explanation that the carry-over does not necessarily 
mean that the faculty or students actively program but rather that 
the faculty members and students may decide to use the computer to 
supplement regular classroom instruction. An example was given of 
available programs which ask the user a series of questions 
regarding their dietary habits, physical condition, exercise and 
life style. Based upon the responses, the program indicates the 
likelihood of specific types of health problems occurring. The 
question of how a computer could be used within each discipline was 
a recurring theme which was addressed individually within each 
group. As a result of the questions posed by this first group the 
author made a point of initially explaining to other faculty the 
purpose of the first item on the "Suggested Topics" section. This 
first item, "A General Background Computer Literacy Session" 
indicates a desire by faculty to first became familiiar with the 
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various topic options. Overall, this first department to be 
presented the survey appeared to be interested in a computer 
literacy program which gave encouragement to the author. 
The Chairperson of the Health Services department indicated that 
he would prefer that the faculty fill out the survey at a later time 
and that he would collect the surveys and return them to the author. 
Departments differed in their preferences for filling out and 
returning the surveys. Three of the ten departments filled out the 
survey while the author was present at their meetings while seven 
chose to complete the survey later. Of the seven who completed them 
later, three departments returned the surveys through their 
chairperson and four returned them directly to the author. The 
decision was made to allow the method of completing and returning 
the surveys to rest with each department. 
The second group to be seen was the Communications Disorders 
department. They were particularly enthusiastic and knowledgeable. 
They discussed using the computer both academically and 
administratively. They have a department microcomputer which 
several of them had been using for word processing applications. In 
addition, they have a "Speaking Tablet" which allows a speech 
handicapped person to press a series of pictures, phonics and/or 
letters to produce machine generated speech. They expressed 
considerable interest in computer generated speech and speech 
input. Administratively, they expressed a desire to set up a 
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scheduling/record keeping program on their microcomputer which would 
allow them to maintain their client's records. They filled out the 
survey at the time of its presentation and became the only 
department to achieve 100% return on the survey. 
The third department to be presented the survey was the 
Education/Library Science Department. They completed the survey at 
the time of the presentation resulting in thirteen of the eighteen 
department members responding. They were anxious to personally 
become more knowledgeable and also were desirous of incorporating 
computers into the education program for undergraduates and graduate 
students. They expressed a particular desire to be able to see and 
review existing educational software and also they expressed an 
interest in learning word processing and the language LOGO. 
The fourth group, Languages and Literature, consisting of the 
English and Foreign Languages departments, asked few questions, 
expressed a particular interest in word processing, and chose to 
fill out the survey after their meeting and to return them through 
their chairperson. 
The fifth group of faculty to be met with were from the Arts and 
Humanities Department which consists of the Art, Media, Music and 
Philosophy disciplines. The author met with them at the beginning 
of their monthly meeting and made his presentation. A faculty 
member asked to be recognized and immediately went into a long 
statement of his displeasure regarding a newspaper article which had 
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recently been printed in the local newspaper. He was obviously 
agitated and wanted to discuss this article and was totally 
uninterested in the computer literacy survey at that time. The 
chairperson interrupted just long enough to ask the faculty to fill 
out the survey at their convenience and return them to him. He said 
that he would then return them to the author. The article which 
caused that faculty member's aggravation quoted, in the public 
press, one faculty member making serious accusations against another 
faculty member who was also a faculty union officer. 
Having left the Arts and Humanities department meeting the 
author went to his next appointed meeting with the Social and 
Behavioral Sciences department consisting of the History/Political 
Science, Phychology and Sociology disciplines. Upon entering the 
room he saw that both faculty members named in the newspaper 
article, the accused and the accusor, were present and electricity 
was in the air. The computer literacy survey presentation was made 
within an ominous atmosphere and the chairperson requested that each 
faculty member return the survey to the author through the faculty 
mails. There was no discussion or questions. This department had 
the lowest proportion of returned surveys. 
The seventh department to be presented with the survey was the 
Mathematics and Computer Science department. There was a brief 
discussion of the purpose of the survey and they expressed their 
support for the idea of a Computer Literacy Program for all 
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faculty. One of the members of the Computer Science faculty 
expressed a particular interest in knowing more about graphics. The 
department chairperson requested that the faculty fill out the 
surveys at a later time and return them directly to the author. 
The next department to be seen was the Natural and Earth 
Sciences department which consists of faculty from Biology, Nuclear 
Medicine Technology, Chemistry, Geography and Geology, Natural 
Science and Physics, and Energy Studies. They appeared to be very 
receptive to the idea and voiced encouragement to present the 
program. The chairperson noted that they had a full agenda and 
requested that the faculty fill out the surveys at a later time and 
return them directly to the author through the college's mails. 
Management and Urban Studies, the next Department to be seen, 
consists of three disciplines: Economics, Management and Urban 
Studies. They were very enthusiastic about the program and 
expressed a particular desire to become more familiar with available 
business software noting particularily spreadsheet and data base 
applications. The chairperson stated that if the surveys were not 
completed right then they might never get done. Thus he requested 
the faculty to complete the survey while the author was present. 
The last group to be seen was the Nursing Department. They 
expressed a particular interest in using the computer for doing case 
management record keeping. Their surveys were completed later and 
returned directly to the author. 
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The total time taken to set the stage for the Computer Literacy 
Program, i.e. conferring with all interested parties through 
presenting the survey to all academic departments was two academic 
semesters. This is, without question, a long period of time. 
However, the author believes that it was crucial to the success of 
this project that this groundwork be laid carefully and completely 
and that there be as much personal involvement as possible to obtain 
needed feedback and also to demonstrate a sincere commitment to the 
project. 
Structure of the Personal Interviews 
Having received back the Computer Literacy surveys, they were 
divided into three groups. One group consisted of the four 
individuals who indicated that they would not participate in a 
voluntary computer literacy program. All four of these individuals 
would be interviewed. The second group consisted of the sixty-eight 
respondents who said that they would participate in a Computer 
Literacy program and also who did anticipate a carry-over of any 
acquired computer skills and/or understandings into their 
classroom. The third group consisted of the thirteen faculty who 
said that they would participate in a Computer Literacy program but 
did not anticipate a carry-over of any acquired computer skills 
and/or understanding into their classroom. Seventeen faculty did 
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not indicate whether or not they anticipated a carry-over to their 
classroom. A BASIC program was written by the author to generate 
five random integers between one and sixty-eight and also five 
random integers between one and thirteen. The random integers 
generated were used to randomly select from the two groups of 
sixty-eight and thirteen, the two groups of five faculty to be 
interviewed. 
The four individuals not interested in participating in the 
program were from four different departments. One was from Arts and 
Humanities, the second from Mathematics and Computer Science, the 
third from Health Services and the fourth from Social and Behavioral 
Sciences. Each of the five faculty interviewed who did anticipate a 
carry-over into their classrooms were from different academic 
departments. The departments were Education/Library Science, 
Management and Urban Studies, Communication Disorders, Natural and 
Earth Sciences and Languages and Literature. 
Two of the five faculty interviewed who did not anticipate a 
carry-over to their classrooms were from the Art and Humanities 
department. The remaining three were from Management and Urban 
Studies, Natural and Earth Sciences, and Social and Behavioral 
Services. 
The entire interview process was accomplished in two weeks. 
Each faculty member was called and an appointment for the interview 
was made. It was the author's intention to conduct the interview 
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wherever the faculty member chose since this would presumably be a 
comfortable place for that person. Twelve of the fourteen 
interviews were conducted in the faculty member's office, one in a 
classroom after the faculty member's class, and one by telephone. 
The scheduling of times resulted in the interviews being a mixed 
sequence of the three separate groups. The times of the interviews 
ranged from fifteen minutes to two hours. 
The author established eleven questions that were used as a 
guide during the interview. These questions were written on three 
sheets of 8 1/2" x 11" blank paper with an area left between each 
question for note taking. These guide questions were: 
1. Do you feel a need to become more computer knowledgeable? Why? 
2. Do you feel that computers are making an impact on your 
discipline? How? 
3. Are computers a positive or negative force in your academic area? 
4. What is your attitude toward computers in general? 
5. What is your attitude toward computers in your discipline? 
6. What is your academic and teaching background? 
7. What is your current computer knowledgeabiltiy? 
8. What computer topics are of interest to you? 
9. What would you like from a computer literacy program? 
10. What are your preferences for times and settings of a computer 
literacy program? 
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11. What are other areas/topics of interest to you? 
A photocopy of this interview guide was brought to each 
interview. The author noted the name of the interviewee, the date, 
time of day, and location of the interview at the top of each set. 
The author had memorized the guide questions so that it would not be 
necessary to keep referring to it. He also attempted to minimize 
the note taking during the interview so as not to interrupt the free 
flow of conversation. Key words from the respondant's remarks were 
written under a given topic. Immediately following the interview, 
the author wrote copious notes using the key words as reminders of 
the interviewee's complete responses. 
At the very beginning of the interview, it was explained to the 
interviewee that the interview was a result of their response to the 
survey and, in the case of two of the groups, their names had been 
randomly selected. They were also assured that their names would 
not be used when reporting the results of the interviews. In every 
case, the interviewees were asked if they objected to the author 
taking notes and reporting the results of the interviewees in a 
doctorial dissertation. No one objected. The author spent a little 
time discussing everyday matters before making a transition to the 
prepared questions. Once the interview began, the interviewer 
attempted to allow a free flow dialogue while at the same time 
occassionally guiding the subject around the prepared questions. At 
no time were the prepared questions simply read and responded to. 
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By exercising some patience and guidance the interviews covered the 
preset topics and also allowed for considerable spontaneous 
discussion. 
The settings for the interviews proved to be advantageous to the 
interview process. The interviewees were apparently comfortable and 
we had no interruptions at all. The only exception to this was the 
interview of the Mathematics and Computer Science faculty member 
which was conducted by telephone. This person, shortly after 
completing the survey, left the faculty to take a job in industry. 
A request was made to meet personally, but he preferred to conduct 
the interview by telephone. He was most cordial, open and 
responsive. However, the dynamics present in a face to face 
interview were lacking. Overall, the interviews seemed to go quite 
well and the insights obtained contributed to the qualitative 
aspects of the survey. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE RESPONSES 
This chapter presents an analysis of the responses to the survey 
instrument followed by analysis of the presonal interviews. 
Analysis of the Survey Instrument Responses 
The 102 survey instruments which were completed by the faculty 
of Worcester State College were coded and the data keypunched and 
verified into hollerith cards. These data were then analyzed using 
the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) program. The 
CROSSTABS program of SPSS was used to compare each of the ten 
different academic departments versus each of the item responses. 
This produced contingency tables and chi squares which were used to 
check the independence or significant relationship of the 
responses. The FREQUENCIES program of SPSS was also run for each 
item yeilding a Histogram as well as a table of raw counts and 
percentages for each case of each item. Appendix U contains the 
contingency tables for all ten departments versus each response 
item. Appendicies I through R contain a summation of raw data 
responses by individual department. Appendix S contains a summary 
of the cumulative raw data from all departments. Appendix C 
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presents the chi squares of the ten departments versus each item. 
It is interesting to note that of all fifty-seven chi squares 
computed, only seven resulted in a chi square below .05 indicating a 
significant relationship between the item and the different 
departments responding. These seven items consisted of two found 
under General Information, four under Suggested Topics and one under 
Methods of Presentation. The two items in the first group were "Do 
your students use a computer as part of your course: Yes 
No_" (chi square = .0006) and "Your degree of computer 
knowledgeability: Expert_, Very Knowledgeable , Somewhat 
Knowledgeable_, Not Knowledgeable_" (chi square = .0023). 
The form suggested topics with chi squares less than .05 were 
"History of Computers" (chi square = .0161), "Word Processing" (chi 
square = .0213), "Communication Links through Computer" (chi square 
= .0337), and "Artificial Intelligence" (chi square = .0422). The 
one Methods of Presentation response that resulted in a significant 
relationship to departments was "Format: Hands-on" (chi square = 
.0308). These results would indicate that there is not a great deal 
of dissimilarity in how different departments perceive themselves, 
what they are interested in knowing about computers, and what method 
of presentation would they prefer. 
This section will present, for each response, the table of raw 
counts and percentages adjusted for missing values and the histogram 
for each item on the survey. Each item will be discussed in terms 
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of the data, its chi square relationship to the ten different 
departments and any written comments which appeared on the survey 
instruments regarding the specific item. The items are grouped into 
the three sections of the survey instrument. 
General Information 
Item 1 Academic Department 
Table 1 indicates the number of respondents to the survey by 
department. Table 2 reports the percentage of responses by 
department. The histogram in table 3 graphically presents this same 
data. These ten departments are the result of a consolidation of 
twenty-five disciplines. A listing of the disciplines with 
departments can be found in Appendix T. 
As can be seen, the Communication Disorders department had the 
highest percentage of responses while the Social and Behavioral 
Sciences had the least percentage of responses. The previous 
chapter noted the difficult circumstances that prevailed at the time 
that the survey was presented at the Social and Behavioral Sciences' 
department faculty meeting. This may have contributed to their lack 
of responsiveness. 
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CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
SOCIAL & BEHAV SCIENCE 0 12 11.8 11.8 11.8 
ART & HUMANITIES 1 12 11.8 11.8 23.5 
COMMUNICATION DISORDERS 2 8 7.8 7.8 31.4 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY SCIENCE 3 13 12.7 12.7 44.1 
HEALTH SERVICES 4 6 7.8 7.8 52.0 
LANG & LITERATURE 5 15 14.7 14.7 66.7 
MANAGEMENT URB STUDIES 6 10 9.8 9.8 76.5 
MATH & COMPUTER SCIENCE 7 7 6.9 6.9 83.3 
NATURAL & EARTH SCIENCE 8 12 11.8 11.8 95.1 
NURSING 9 5 4.9 4.9 100.0 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 1 
Number of Respondents 
NUMBER OF ADJUSTED 
ABSOLUTE FACULTY PERCENTAGE 
CODE FREQ IN DEPART OF REPONSES 
SOCIAL & BEHAV SCIENCE 0 12 33 36.4 
ART & HUMANITIES 1 12 21 57.1 
COMMUNICATION DISORDERS 2 8 8 100.0 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY SCIENCE 3 13 18 72.2 
HEALTH SERVICES 4 6 11 72.7 
LANG & LITERATURE 5 15 22 68.2 
MANAGEMENT URB STUDIES 6 10 17 58.8 
MATH & COMPUTER SCIENCE 7 7 13 53.8 
NATURAL & EARTH SCIENCE 8 12 25 48.0 
NURSING 9 5 6 83.3 
TOTAL 102 174 59.0 
Table 2 
Percentage of Respondents 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
0 ******************************* 
I SOCIAL & BEHAV SCI 
I 
1 ******************************* 
I ART & HUMANITIES 
I 
2 ********************* 
I COMMUNICATION DISORDER 
I 
3 ********************************** 
I EDUCATION 
I 
4 ********************* 
I HEALTH SERVICES 
I 
3 *************************************** 
I LANG & LITERATURE 
I 
6 ************************** 
I MANAGEMENT & URBAN STUDIES 
I 
7 ******************* 
I MATH & COMPUTER SCIENCE 
I 
8 ******************************* 
I NATURAL & EARTH SCIENCE 
I 
9 ************** 
I NURSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 4 8 12 16 
FREQUENCY 
Table 3 
(12) 
(12) 
( 8) 
(13) 
( 8) 
(15) 
(10) 
( 7) 
(12) 
( 5) 
.1 
20 
Number of Responses 
86 
Item 2 Total Years Teaching 
Tables 4 and 5 report the number of years teaching. Code 9 is 
used on this and subsequent items to represent no response. Note 
that in table 4, the "relative frequencies percentage" column 
includes the code 9 (no responses) while the next column "adjusted 
frequency percentages" does not include the code 9 (no responses), 
thus resulting in the difference of calculations in the two 
columns. Also the histogram treats all code 9's as missing. The 
median has been computed, in all cases, ignoring the code 9's (no 
responses) 
The data indicates that the responding faculty have, for the 
most part, been teaching quite a few years. Only 18.4% have taught 
10 or fewer years while 37.8% have taught for over 20 years. The 
median of 3.750 indicates that more than half of the responding 
faculty fall into the 16 years and over experience range. The chi 
square of .0905 was not significant, however, it is sufficiently low 
to indicate that it may be significant based on a greater sample. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ 
CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
TOT YEARS TCHING 1-5 1 5 4.9 5.1 5.1 
TOT YEARS TCHING 6-10 2 13 12.7 13.3 18.4 
TOT YEARS TCHING 11-15 3 27 26.5 27.6 45.9 
TOT YEARS TCHING 16-20 4 16 15.7 16.3 62.2 
TOT YEARS TCHING OVER 5 37 36.3 37.8 100.0 
9 4 3.9 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 TUO 
Table 4 
Total Years Teaching 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ****** 
I TOT YEARS TCHING 1-5 
I 
2 ************** 
I TOT YEARS TCHING 6-10 
I 
3 **************************** 
I TOT YEARS TCHING 11-15 
I 
4 ***************** 
I TOT YEARS TCHING 16-20 
I 
5 ************************************** 
I TOT YEARS TCHING OVER 20 
I 
9 ***** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 5 
( 5) 
(13) 
(27) 
(16) 
(37) 
( 4) 
.1 
50 
Total Years Teaching 
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Item 3 Do You Personally Use a Computer 
Tables 6 and 7 report the results of the yes or no responses. 
As can quickly be noted, a little more than 70% of the faculty do 
not use a computer. The fact that 29.9% of the faculty do 
personally use a computer is higher than the author anticipated. 
The chi square of .0900 is not statistically significant, however 
it is sufficiently low to consider that, based on a greater sample, 
it may prove to be significant. 
The contingency table for this item (Appendix U table 112) shows 
that in two departments, Mathematics/Computer Science and Nursing, 
60% or more of the faculty personally use a computer while in three 
other departments. Social and Behavioral Sciences, Arts and 
Humanities, and Languages and Literature, less than 20% personally 
use a computer. These results are not surprising. What is 
surprising, considering its presence in business, is that only 40% 
of the Management and Urban Studies faculty personally use a 
computer. This apparent lack of knowledge is recognized by them as 
a detriment when one considers the desire they expressed for a 
computer literacy program at their department meeting. 
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RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
Yes 1 29 28.4 29.9 29.9 
No 2 68 66.7 70.1 100.0 
Missing 9 5 4.9 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 6 
Do You Personally use a Computer 
CODE I 
1 **************** (29) 
I YES 
I 
2 Jc1e-(cick-ic-tck'ick&icic-tricick'k&-kJricjric/cT)cic*1ci{-k-ick-k1e (68) 
I NO 
I 
9 **** ( 5) 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 7 
Do You Personally use a Computer 
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Item 4 Do Your Students Use a Computer as Part of Your Course? 
The item produced an 87.4% "No" response as can be seen in 
tables 8 and 9. It also produced a chi square of .0006 which is 
significant. The contingency table in Appendix U, table 113, 
reveals that the Mathematics and Computer Science Department, as 
might be expected, uses the computer in 57.1% of their courses. The 
Management and Urban Studies Department which indicated that 40% 
personally use a computer, also indicated that 40% use a computer as 
part of their course. A check of the surveys shows that these two 
40% groups are not the same identical groups of people. Within the 
department there is one faculty member who reports that she 
personally using a computer but does not use one as a part of her 
course while, conversely, one faculty member does not personally use 
a computer yet does use it as a part of his course. It was also 
interesting to note that although 60% of the Nursing faculty 
personally use a computer, none use it as a part of their course. 
Five other departments indicated no use of the computer as part of 
any courses. 
One faculty member who checked off "No" wrote "Not yet, simply 
because I do not have any expertise in the area." Another wrote in 
that he "should." Another who checked "No" wrote "Not Yet." 
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RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
Yes 1 12 11.8 12.6 12.6 
No 2 83 81.4 87.4 100.0 
Missing 9 7 6.9 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100. o' 
Table 8 
Do Your Students Use a Computer as Part of Your Course 
CODE I 
1 ******* (12) 
I YES 
I 
2 ******************************************* (83) 
I NO 
I 
9 ***** ( 7) 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 9 
Do Your Students Use a Computer as Part of Your Course 
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Item 5. Your Degree of Computer Knowledgeablity 
The possible responses to this item ranged from "Expert", "Very 
knowledgeable", and "Somewhat knowledgeable", to Not 
knowledgeable." It is interesting to note in tables 10 and 11 that 
none of the respondents catagorized themselves as "Expert" even 
though all seven of the respondents from the Mathematics/Computer 
Science department teach part or all of their courses in the 
Computer Sciences. The tables indicate close to an even division of 
those who consider themselves "Somewhat to Very Knowledgeable" and 
those who declare that they are "Not Knowledgeable." The chi square 
of .0023 is significant. The contingency table in Appendix U, table 
114 reveals that only nine of the ninety-nine respondents indicated 
themselves to be "Very Knowledgeable" and four of these nine are in 
the Mathematics and Computer Science department. The remaining five 
are spread among 5 different departments. While only the 
Mathematics and Computer Science department indicated over 50% as 
"Very Knowledgeable," "Social and Behavioral Sciences" and "Language 
and Literature" indicated over 70% as "Not Knowledgeable." Because 
of its significance, this particular item will be reviewed carefully 
prior to a departmental computer effort to determine that 
department's self perception of their computer knowledgeability. 
A Mathematics and Computer Science professor who teaches all 
computer science courses wrote in response to the item "My heart 
says very knowledgeable" but my honesty says somewhat knowledgeable." 
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CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 2 9 8.8 9.1 9.1 
SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE 3 37 36.3 37.4 46.5 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE 4 53 52.0 53.5 100.0 
9 3 2.9 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 10 
Your Degree of Computer Knowledgeability 
CODE I 
2 ****** ( 9) 
I VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 
I 
3 ******************** (37) 
I SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE 
I 
4 **************************** (53) 
I NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE 
I 
9 *** ( 3) 
I MISSING 
I 
1.1.1.1.1.1 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 11 
Your Degree of Computer Knowledgeability 
94 
Item 6 Would you Participate in a Voluntary Program at Worcester 
State College to Increase Your Computer Knowledgeability? 
As the tables 12 and 13 indicate, the result of this question 
was an overwhelming "Yes" with 96% of the respondents so 
indicating. This reinforces the basic contention that there is a 
broad based desire on the part of faculty in higher education to 
become more computer literate. The chi square of .5733 was not 
significant as would be expected when the response is so skewed. 
This particular item, indicating faculty interest, is the keystone 
to a continued effort in this direction. 
One faculty member not only checked the "Yes" box but wrote in 
the word "definitely" to emphasize it. Another wrote "Depends upon 
validity to me! Probably yes l1 " Another wrote "If time permits." 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
Yes 1 96 94.1 96.0 96.0 
No 2 4 3.9 4.0 100.0 
Missing 9 2 2.0 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 
Table 12 
100.0 100.0 
Would You Participate in a Computer Literacy Program 
CODE 
1 
2 
9 
I 
************************************************ 
I YES 
I 
*** 
I NO 
I 
** 
(96) 
( 4) 
( 2) 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I — 
0 20 40 60 
FREQUENCY 
Table 13 
Would You Participate in a Computer 
.1 
80 
Literacy 
. .1 
100 
Program 
Item 7 Would You Anticipate a Carry-Over of any Acquired Computer 
Skills and/or understandings into Your Classroom? c 
Tables 14 and 15 show the sixty-eight "Yes" and thirteen "No" 
responses. What is particularly interesting is that twenty-one 
faculty respresenting 20.6% of the respondents, did not respond. As 
several of their comments will indicate, they felt that they could 
not make such a determination until they know more about computers. 
The fact that 68% expect to experience a carry-over is encouraging. 
The chi square of .3449 indicates no significant relationship 
between academic departments and anticipated carry-over. 
Two of the respondents who indicated "Yes" qualified it by 
writing "Maybe" and "If Possible." Four of the faculty who 
responded "No" also wrote in the following comments: 1) "Not sure" 
2) "But conceivable", 3) "Not at this time," and 4) "Application 
would probably be my own research and publication, rather than 
direct classroom application." Six faculty who did not check off a 
Yes" or "No" box chose instead to write in comments. They were: 
1) "Maybe", 2) "Possibly", 3) "don't Know," 4) "Unknown 
possibilities"," 5) "Need more information to decide this," and 6) 
"I don't know how it would apply. This is a reflection upon my 
computer illiteracy." 
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CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
Yes 1 68 66.7 84.0 84.0 
No 2 13 12.7 16.0 100.0 
Missing 9 21 20.6 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 14 
Anticipate a Carry-over into the Classroom 
CODE I 
1 *********************************** 
I YES 
I 
2 ******** 
I NO 
I 
9 ************ 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 
FREQUENCY 
(68) 
(13) 
(21) 
. .1 
100 
Table 15 
Anticipate a Carry-over into the Classroom 
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Suggested Topics 
The twenty-six suggested topics allowed for the respondent to 
indicate, on a scale from 1 to 5, the extent of their agreement that 
a topic should be included in a computer literacy program. The 
scale is as follows: 
1. Strongly Agree 
2. Mostly Agree 
3. Neutral or No Opinion 
4. Mostly Disagree 
5. Strongly Disagree 
9. No response. 
Of the twenty-six topics, only four indicated a significant 
relationship to the ten departments. Therefore, the chi square and 
its implications will be discussed only for these four items. At 
the end of the topics was a space to write in any other topics of 
interest. These written responses are reported at the end of this 
section. The Suggested Topics (Appendix B) were, with the inception 
of the first item "General Background in Computer Literacy Session," 
arranged into four groupings. The first group of eight topics deal 
with the general background aspects of computers, the next seven 
topics address the use of the computer specifically in education, 
the following four items refer to the more technical aspects of 
programs, while the last six items concern current developments and 
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trends in computers. 
At the end of this section, the twenty-six topics will be ranked 
in order of median response which was calculated for each item. By 
ranking them in decending order it will be possible to identify the 
item most "Strongly Agreed" for inclusion down to that one most 
"Strongly Disagreed" for inclusion in a program. this ranking also 
appears in Appendix F. In the description of responses to each 
topic, the median score will occasionally be mentioned. The median 
score which represents the greatest amount of agreement that an item 
should be included was 1.115. The median score representing the 
least amount of agreement that an item whould be included was 3.607. 
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Item 1 A General Background Computer Literacy Session 
Tables 16 and 17 indicate that more than two-thirds of the 
respondents strongly agree that this should be included. This item 
ranked second on the median score ranking of agreement that an item 
should be included in the computer literacy program. This is 
consistent with the comments made at department meetings and later 
during the interviews. Thus it would appear that a good computer 
literacy starting point would be a brief background session 
describing and familiarizing the faculty with computers and possible 
topics to be considered. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 67 65.7 72.0 72.0 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 12 11.8 12.9 84.9 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 6 5.9 6.5 91.4 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 3 2.9 3.2 94.6 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 5 4.9 5.4 100.0 
9 9 8.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 16 
Topic: A General Background Computer Literacy Session 
100 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *********************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******* 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 **** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 **** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ****** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 
FREQUENCY 
Table 17 
(67) 
(12) 
( 6) 
( 3) 
( 5) 
( 9) 
. .1 
100 
Topic: A General Background Computer Literacy Session 
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Item 2 History of computers 
The analysis of responses as noted in tables 18 and 19 indicates 
a lack of agreement that this item be included in a computer 
literacy program. In fact, this item ranked twenty-fifth of 
twenty-six in the median ranking of agreement making it one of only 
two items that showed a greater degree of disagreement than 
agreement. The chi square of .0161 indicates a significant 
realtionship between this item and the ten departments. It is 
interesting to note from the contingency table (see Appendix U, 
table 118) that the Mathematics and Computer Science Department 
expressed the strongest desire that this topic be included with 
66.6% of the respondents indicating that they "Strongly Agree" or 
"Mostly Agree." The Arts and Humanities department and Nursing 
department also expressed similar positive feelings. Yet one half 
of the Health Services and Languages and Literature departments 
"Strongly Disagreed" that a history of computers should be 
included. This significance clearly indicates that the desire to 
know of the history of computers varies from department to 
department and should be considered when establishing a computer 
literacy program. 
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RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ 
CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 12 11.8 13.8 13.8 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 10 9.8 11.5 25.3 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 23 22.5 26.4 51.7 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 21 20.6 24.1 75.9 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 21 20.6 24.1 100.0 
9 15 14.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 18 
Topic: History of Computers 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 *********** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 3 ************************ 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ********************** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ********************** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 9 **************** 
I MISSING 
I 
1.1.1.1.1 
o 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 19 
Topic: History of Computers 
(12) 
(10) 
(23) 
(21) 
(21) 
(15) 
.1 
50 
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Item 3 Societal Issues and Implications of the Computer 
The histogram and table presented in tables 20 and 21 show the 
rather even distribution of opinions regarding this topic. Although 
there are more faculty in agreement with its inclusion than in 
disagreement, the item 
score of agreement. 
ranked twentieth of twenty- six in the med i. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 23 22.5 26. 1 26.1 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 18 17.6 20. 5 46.6 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 23 22.5 26. 1 72.7 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 11 10.8 12.5 85.2 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 13 12.7 14.8 100.0 
9 14 13.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 loo.o 
Table 20 
Topic: Societal Issues and Implications of the Computer 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ************************ 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******************* 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ************************ 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ************ 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ************** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 *************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 21 
(23) 
(18) 
(23) 
(ID 
(13) 
(14) 
.1 
50 
Topic: Societal Issues and Implications of the Computer 
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Item 4 Computer Terminology 
The response to this topic was interesting in light of the 
amount of agreement that it should be included as indicated in 
tables 22 and 23. Slightly over 80% indicated that they "Strongly 
Agree" or "Mostly Agree" with its inclusion in a computer literacy 
program. Not one respondent "Strongly Disagreed." It may be 
possible to set as a goal the inclusion of this topic in the 
computer literacy program without having to necessarily treat it as 
a topic. Rather, the presenter can deliberately use the proper 
computer terminology whenever possible and be sure that these terms 
are defined and understood by the audience. This item had a median 
rank of eighth of twenty-six in terms of agreement for inclusion. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 49 48.0 53.8 53.8 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 24 23.5 26.4 80.2 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 12 11.8 13.2 93.4 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 6 5.9 6.6 100.0 
9 11 10.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 22 
Topic: Computer Terminology 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ************************************************** (49) 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ************************* (24) 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ************* (12) 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******* ( 5) 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ************ (11) 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 30 
FREQUENCY 
Table 23 
Topic: Computer Terminology 
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Item 5 What Computers Can/Can't Do 
Once again there was substantial agreement that this item be 
included as indicated in tables 24 and 25. Over 80% of the 
respondents indicated a "Strongly Agree" or "Mostly Agree" 
response. As was the case with the previous item, this topic could 
very possibly be integrated into the total computer literacy program 
by the use of examples of what computers can and cannot do 
throughout the program. The item ranked sixth of twenty-six on the 
median ranking of agreement. 
CODE 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 
9 
TOTAL 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
59 57.8 62.8 62.8 
18 17.6 19. 1 81.9 
12 11.8 12.8 94.7 
3 2.9 3.2 97.9 
2 2.0 2.1 100.0 
8 7.8 MISSING 
102 100.0 100.0 
Table 24 
Topic: What Computers Can/Can't Do 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ********** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ******* 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ***** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I. 
0 20 40 60 80 
FREQUENCY 
Table 25 
Topic: What Computers Can/Can't Do 
(59 
(18) 
(12) 
( 3) 
( 2) 
( 8) 
. .1 
100 
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Item 6 How to Use a Computer 
This item ranked number one with a median score of 1.115 in 
terms of agreement that it should be included in a computer literacy 
program. 93.4% of the respondents either "Strongly Agree" or 
"Mostly Agree" with its inclusion in a program (table 26 and 27). 
What this response indicates is that what faculty want most is to 
learn "how" to use a computer not simply talk about them. Thus it 
is imperative that the computer literacy program consists at least 
in part, if not whole, of faculty activity using a computer. 
ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 74 72.5 81.3 81.3 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 11 10.8 12. 1 93.4 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 3 2.9 3.3 96. 7 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 1 1.0 1.1 97.8 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 2 2.0 2.2 100.0 
9 11 10.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 TTROJ 
Table 26 
Topic: How to Use a Computer 
no 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ************************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******* 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 *** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ******* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 
FREQUENCY 
Table 27 
Topic: How to Use a Computer 
(74) 
(11) 
( 3) 
( 1) 
( 2) 
(11) 
. .1 
100 
Ill 
Item 7 Business Applications 
This item ranked twenty-fourth of twenty-six on the median 
ranking of agreement. A full 25% stated that they either "Mostly 
Disagree" or"Strongly Disagree" that this item should be included in 
a computer literary program (tables 28 and 29). The fact that this 
item ranked next to last came as a surprise since a greater interest 
in business applications was anticipated. The "Business 
Applications" contingency table (Appendix U, table 123)shows that 
although six of the nine Management and Urban Studies faculty 
Strongly Agree" that this topic should be included one faculty 
member "Strongly Disagreed". 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 18 17.6 21.2 21.2 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 13 12.7 15.3 36.5 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 28 27.5 32.9 69.4 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 8 7.8 9.4 78.8 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 18 17.6 21.2 100.0 
9 17 16.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 28 
Topic: Business Applications 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ********************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ■*■*•**'*•*•*■*•■****** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 **■*■***'**■******•'**'*'*■*'*'*'*'**'***'** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *■*■***■*■*•*■* 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 *********•*■*•*•*■*■*•*■*•*•* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ********************* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
(18) 
(13) 
(28) 
( 8) 
(18) 
(17) 
.1 
50 
Table 29 
Topic: Business Applications 
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Item 8 Playing Computer Games 
This item ranked last in the median rank of agreement that an 
item should be included in a computer literary program. As can be 
seen from the tables 30 and 31, this is one of only two items that 
had more respondents in disagreement than in agreement.. Only one 
respondent "Strongly Agreed" that they should be included. It may 
be desirable to introduce faculty to the actual operation of the 
computer via the use of games but if this is done it should clearly 
be done for only as long as it takes to accomplish the introduction 
and then the presenter should move on to non-game matters. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ 
CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 1 1.0 1.2 1.2 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 12 11.8 14.1 15.3 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 28 27.5 32.9 48.2 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 14 13.7 16.5 64.7 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 30 29.4 35.3 100.0 
9 17 16.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 30 
Topic: Playing Computer Games 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ************* 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 3 ***************************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *************** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
3 ******************************* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ****************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 31 
( 1) 
(12) 
(28) 
(14) 
(30) 
(17) 
.1 
50 
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Item 9 Career Opportunities 
Tables 32 and 33 indicate a relatively even distribution of 
responses to this item which resulted in a median rank position of 
twenty-second of twenty-six in terms of agreement for inclusion. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 17 16.7 20.0 20.0 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 21 20.6 24.7 44.7 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 20 19.6 23.5 68.2 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 11 10.8 12.9 81.2 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 16 15. 7 18.8 100.0 
9 17 16. 7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 32 
Topic: Career Opportunities 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ■**•****■*■*•*■*•*•***■**■** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 **'****•'*■****'*■)![■*****'*'*** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ***■*•■**'*'*'*•*•*****•■**'**'** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ***•**■**'*•'*'**'* 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 *■**-**********•**** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ****•***********■*■*'* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 33 
(17) 
(21) 
(20) 
(ID 
(16) 
(17) 
.1 
50 
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Item 10 Uses of the Computer in the Classroom 
84.4% of the respondents indicated a "Strongly Agree" or "Mostly 
Agree" response to this item resulting in a median rank of third of 
twenty-six items (tables 34 and 35). Clearly, faculty members are 
interested in how they can use the computer in their instruction. 
This concern for knowledge of computers in education is seen in the 
responses to the four items which follow which directly deal with 
the use of the computer instructionally. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
FREQ 
( PCT ) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 60 58.8 66. 7 66. 7 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 16 15.7 17.8 84.4 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 9 8.8 10.0 94.4 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 5 4.9 5.6 100.0 
9 12 11.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 34 
Topic: Uses of the Computer in the Classroom 
118 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
X *******■*■*******•*■****■*■'*•*■*•*****■** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ■**■*■**■*■*** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ■**■**■** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
3 ■*■*■*•* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 •A**'*'*** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 
FREQUENCY 
(60) 
(16) 
( 9) 
( 5) 
(12) 
.1 1 
80 100 
Table 35 
Topic: Uses of the Computer in the Classroom 
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Item 11 Computer Assisted Instruction 
85.4% of the respondents indicated a "Strongly Agree" or "Mostly 
Agree" response to this item resulting in a median rank of fourth of 
twenty six items (tables 36 and 37). As was stated in the preceding 
item, the faculty clearly want to know more about the use of 
computers in the classroom. The high chi squares for this item and 
the other three items dealing directly with the use of the computer 
instructionally in the classroom versus the ten departments, points 
up their high degree of independence (Appendix C). As the 
contingency tables show (Appendix U, tables 126-129) there is 
similar agreement among the ten departments regarding these items. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT ) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 59 57.8 66.3 66.3 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 17 16.7 19. 1 85.4 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 6 5.9 6. 7 92.1 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 4 3.9 4.5 96.6 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 3 2.9 3.4 100.0 
9 13 12.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 36 
Topic : Computer Assisted Instruction 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
(59) 
2 ********** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
(17) 
3 **** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
( 6) 
4 *** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
( 4) 
5 *** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
( 3) 
I 
9 ******** (13) 
I MISSING 
I 
I---I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 37 
Topic: Computer Assisted Instruction 
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Item 12 Computer Managed Instruction 
Although the degree of agreement that this item should be 
included was not as high as the two previous items,(tables 38 and 
39) it still achieved a 75% response of "Strongly Agree" or "Mostly 
Agree" resulting in a median rank of ninth of twenty-six in terms of 
agreement for inclusion. From the discussion at department meetings 
and in the individual interviews, the author would conclude that 
this aspect of the computer's use on education is not particularly 
well understood. The "General Background" session should elaborate 
on the specific meaning of this item. One faculty member drew an 
arrow connecting this item and the previous item and wrote "Don't 
know the difference." 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 41 40.2 51.3 51.3 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 19 18.6 23.8 75.0 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 9 8.8 11.2 86.2 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 6 5.9 7.5 93.8 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 5 4.9 6.3 100.0 
9 22 21.6 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 38 
Topic: Computer Managed Instruction 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ***************************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ********** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******* 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ****** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ********************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.. 
0 10 20 
FREQUENCY 
(41) 
(19) 
( 9) 
( 6) 
( 5) 
(22) 
.1.I.I 
30 40 50 
Table 39 
Topic: Computer Managed Instruction 
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Item 13 Existing Computer Instructional Materials 
There was agreement among all ten departments of the importance 
of this topic in the computer literary program. As can be seen in 
tables 40 and 41, 82.8% of the respondents indicated a "Strongly 
Agree" or "Mostly Agree" response resulting in a median ranking of 
seventh of twenty-six in terms of agreement. Those with experience 
in attempting to acquire instructional materials know that certain 
problems can be anticipated. First is finding out what materials 
exist within the different disciplines. This can be accomplished in 
part by using the clearinghouse organizations listed in Appendix A. 
Secondly is the problem of giving faculty an opportunity to 
personally evaluate the instructional materials prior to purchase. 
Lastly is the problem of acquiring funds to be used to purchase 
instructional materials. Departments often have not budgeted for 
these expenditures and most budgets require a minimum of one year 
lead time. This problem is one that must also be addressed by the 
administration of the college or university. The importance of this 
topic is highlighted by an Education Department faculty member who 
singled out this one item by writing the word "Relevant" next to it. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ 
CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 52 51.0 59.8 59.8 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 20 19.6 23.0 82.8 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 12 11.8 13.8 96.6 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 3 3 2.9 3.4 100.0 
9 15 14.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 40 
Topic: Existing Computer Instructional Materials 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 *********** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ******* 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
5 *** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ********* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 
FREQUENCY 
Table 41 
.1 
80 
(52) 
(20) 
(12) 
( 3) 
(15) 
. .1 
100 
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Item 14 Writing Your Own Computer Instructional Materials 
Almost three fourths of the respondents indicated agreement that 
this item be included in a computer literary program (tables 42 and 
resulting in a median rank of twelfth of twenty-six in terms of 
agreement. This would be a most ambitious aspect of a computer 
literary program and one which probably should occur toward the end 
of the program. This is due to the effort required to write one's 
own instructional materials. It is a very time consuming task. The 
author of instructional materials must spend a considerable amount 
of time planning such things as the material that is to be 
presented, the format, how the student will interact with the 
material, responses to correct or incorrect answers, record keeping, 
use of graphics, use of sound and so on. Once these decisions are 
made, the courseware must be written, probably using an authoring 
language. This is also no trivial task. This topic may well be the 
ultimate goal of a computer literary program for faculty. One 
faculty member from the Mathematics/Computer Science Department 
wrote " If none already exist, and learning how to check if this is 
the case .Too much time spent on reinventing the wheel". 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 34 33.3 39. 1 39. 1 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 29 28.4 33.3 72.4 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 15 14.7 17.2 89.7 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 5 4.9 5.7 95.4 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 4 3.9 4.6 100.0 
9 15 14.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 42 
Topic: Writing Your Own Computer Instructional Materials 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *********************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ****************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 **************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ***** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ***** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 *************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
(34) 
(29) 
(15) 
( 5) 
( 4) 
(15) 
.1 
50 
Table 43 
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Item 15 Use of the Computer in Advising 
As the tables 44 and 45 indicate, as well as the median ranking 
of nineteenth of twenty-six, this item had the least support of 
those items dealing directly with the use of the computer in 
education. This may be because the faculty view their advising 
roles as secondary to their teaching roles. Never the less, almost 
half of the respondents felt that it should be included in the 
program and these responses were evenly spread among the various 
departments. One respondent wrote a note indicated by use of arrows 
that he strongly agreed that the computer should be used in advising 
"for filing" but strongly disagreed that it should be used for 
"individual skill and character guidance." 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ 
CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 16 15.7 18.8 18.8 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 25 24.5 29.4 48.2 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 25 24.5 29.4 77.6 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 8 7.8 9.4 87.1 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 11 10.8 12.9 100.0 
9 17 16.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 Tuony 
Table 44 
Topic: Use of the Computer in Advising 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ******************************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *•*•*••*•*•***■* 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ****■**■*•■**•**■* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 *■*■*•***'*•**'***'**•**'** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I... 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 45 
Topic: Use of the Computer in Advising 
(16) 
(25) 
(25) 
( 8) 
(11) 
(17) 
.1 
50 
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Item 16 Word Processing 
This item was one of only four in the Suggested Topics section 
whose chi square indicated a significant relationship with the ten 
departments. The large percentage of those agreeing that it should 
be included in a computer literary program (tables 46 and 47) along 
with its median ranking of fifth of twenty-six indicates the 
popularity of this topic. The three departments of Nursing, 
Education, and Language and Literature all indicated over 80% of 
"Strongly Agree" responses. Interestingly, the Management and Urban 
Studies Department showed 40% "Neutral" or "Mostly Disagree". The 
contingency table (Appendix U, table 132) notes the variety of 
intensity of interest among departments regarding this particular 
topic. However, its ranking of fifth of twenty-six clearly 
indicates its relative importance as a topic. One faculty member 
wrote next to this item "Very Important ." 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT ) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 58 56.9 63.0 63.0 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 19 18.6 20.7 83.7 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 9 8.8 9.8 93.5 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 4 3.9 4.3 97.8 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 2 2.0 2.2 100.0 
9 10 9.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 TM7TJ 
Table 46 
Topic: Word Processing 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ****************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 *********** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ****** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ****** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 
FREQUENCY 
Table 47 
(58) 
(19) 
( 9) 
( 4) 
( 2) 
(10) 
.1 1 
80 100 
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Item 17 Different Types of Computers 
This item is one of those of mixed agreement among the 
respondents. Its 27.7% of "Neutral-No Opinion" responses indicates 
iat quite a few individuals don't have strong feelings toward the 
topic one way or another. Of those responding other than "Neutral" 
the vast majority agreed that the topic should be included (tables 
48 and 49). However, the number of "Neutral" responses resulted in 
a median rank of sixteenth of twenty-six in terms of agreement. 
This topic may have created some confusion in the minds of the 
respondents regarding what was referred to by "Different Types of 
Computers". Was it micro versus 
analog versus digital, or was it 
architecture and so on? 
mini versus main frame, or was it 
differences in manufacturers, or 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT ) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 29 28.4 30.9 30.9 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 31 30.4 33.0 63.8 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 26 25.5 27.7 91.5 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 2 2.0 2.1 93.6 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 3 6 5.9 6.4 100.0 
9 8 7.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 48 
Topic: Different Types of Computers 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 *************************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 *** 
.I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ******* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ******** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.. 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 49 
Topic: Different Types of Computers 
(29) 
(31) 
(26) 
( 2) 
( 6) 
( 8) 
.1 
30 
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Item 18 Types of Data Entry/Information Response 
This item, with a median ranking of eleventh of twenty-six in 
terms of agreement, showed considerable support for its inclusion as 
a topic (tables 50 and 51). Its chi square of .0855, while not 
itself significant, is sufficiently close to significant that one 
might speculate that a larger sample would yield a significant chi 
square. This particular topic could be integrated with the "History 
of Computers" and "Trends: The Future of Computers in Society", 
neither of which ranked very high. Tracing the development of 
input/responses from cards through vocal, touch, and pattern 
recognition imput allows for a consideration of the history and 
future of computers. Similarly, a consideration of the evolution 
and sophistication of the of computer's output capabilities helps to 
accomplish all three topics. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 36 35.3 42.4 42.4 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 26 25.5 30.6 72.9 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 11 10.8 12.9 85.9 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 7 6.9 8.2 94.1 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 5 4.9 5.9 100.0 
9 17 16.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 50 
Topic: Types of Data Entry/Informat ion Response 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ************************************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ************ 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ****** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ****************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
(36) 
(26) 
(ID 
( 7) 
( 5) 
(17) 
.1 
50 
Table 51 
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Item 19 Familiarity with how Computers are Programmed 
Over 70% of the respondents agreed that they wanted to be 
familiar with how computer are programmed (table 52 and 53) 
resulting in a median ranking of tenth of twenty-six in terms of 
agreement. This item differs from the next item which is "Learn to 
Program" in that this topic would not necessarily mean the faculty 
would program. Rather they would gain an understanding of what 
programs are and how they function and perhaps acquire a reading 
knowledge of programs. This is analogous to being able to read a 
foreign language and understand its meaning while not having the 
expertise to write original text in that language. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 43 42.2 45. 7 45.7 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 25 24.5 26.6 72.3 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 14 13.7 14.9 87.2 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 6 5.9 6.4 93.6 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 6 5.9 6.4 100.0 
9 8 7.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 52 
Topic: Familiarity With How Computers are Programmed 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 3 *************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******* 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ******* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ********* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I... 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
(43) 
(25) 
(14) 
( 6) 
( 6) 
( 8) 
.1 
50 
Table 53 
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Item 20 Learn to Program 
As can be seen by the data in tables 54 and 55 as well as the 
median ranking of thirteenth of twenty-six, this item, while not at 
the top of the agreement ranking still has considerable agreement 
among the majority of respondents. To satisfy this topic would 
require the learning, to some extent, of a programming language. A 
difficulty to be addressed is the determination of which programming 
language/languages should be presented. As will be reported in 
detail later, the Education department expressed an interest in the 
language LOGO. Might the business oriented faculty desire COBOL or 
PASCAL, while the scientific oriented faculty desire FORTRAN? Also 
the more traditional languages such as BASIC or APL may be desired. 
This topic may have to be addressed on an individual department 
basis. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 34 33.3 37.0 37.0 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 30 29.4 32.6 69.6 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 14 13.7 15.2 84.8 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 7 6.9 7.6 92.4 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 7 6.9 7.6 100.0 
9 10 9.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 54 
Topic: Learn to Program 
138 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *********************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ******************************* 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ******** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 *********** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 55 
(34) 
(30) 
(14) 
( 7) 
( 7) 
(10) 
.1 
50 
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Item 21 Micro-Home Computers 
Two thirds of the respondents (tables 56 and 57) agreed that 
this topic should be included in a computer literary program 
resulting in a median score of fifteenth of twenty-six in terms of 
agreement. As the emphasis, industry wide, increases in the use of 
microcomputers for a variety of applications, it would appear that 
this topic would be integral to the computer literary program, 
particularly considering the present impact microcomputers are 
having in the educational market. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 31 30.4 34.4 34.4 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 29 28.4 32.2 66.7 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 16 15. 7 17.8 84.4 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 6 5.9 6.7 91.1 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 8 7.8 8.9 100.0 
9 12 11.8 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 1O0.0 
Table 56 
Topic: Micro-Home Computers 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ****************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ***************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******* 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ********* 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ************* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 57 
(31) 
(29) 
(16) 
( 6) 
( 8) 
(12) 
.1 
50 
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Item 22 Videodisk and Computers 
Slightly more than one half of the respondent indicated 
agreement that this item should be included as part of the computer 
literary program (tables 58 and 59) thus resulting in a median rank 
of eighteenth of twenty-six in terms of agreement. This technology 
is quite new and presently outside providers would have to be asked 
to demonstrate the technology to faculty. From all appearances, 
this technology will become a standard part of instructional 
materials. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 21 20.6 25.9 25.9 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 21 20.6 25.9 51.9 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 27 26.5 33.3 85.2 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 7 6.9 8.6 93.8 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 5 4.9 6.2 100.0 
9 21 20.6 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 58 
Topic: Videodisk and Computers 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ********************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 *************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 *"**■******■**•**■***•*•*•*'>'*■*•***'*** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ****** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ********************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 
FREQUENCY 
Table 59 
(21) 
(21) 
(27) 
( 7) 
( 5) 
(21) 
.1 1 
40 50 
Topic: Videodisk and Computers 
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Item 23 Communication Links Through Computer 
Tables 60 and 61 indicate that 63.6% of the respondents agreed 
that this topic should be included in a computer literary program 
resulting in a median ranking of fourteenth of twenty-six in terms 
of agreement. The item also had a chi square of .0337 indicating a 
significant relationship with the ten departments responding. A 
review of the contingency table (Appendix U, table 139) shows that 
while five departments have 70% or more agreement for its inclusion, 
three departments had 20% or more disagreement that it should be 
included. Two departments were over 35% "Neutral-No Opinion". Of 
the five departments that had 70% or more of agreement; two 
departments, Nursing and Communications Disorders, agreed 100% for 
its inclusion. This divergence of opinion among departments 
indicates a need to pay particular attention to department desires 
regarding this item. 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
RELATIVE 
FREQ 
( PCT) 
ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 34 33.3 38.6 38.6 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 22 21.6 25.0 63.6 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 20 19.6 22.7 86.4 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 7 6.9 8.0 94.3 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 5 4.9 5. 7 100.0 
9 14 13.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 60 
Topic: Communication Links Through Computers 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *********************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 *********************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ********************* 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ******** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ****** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 *************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I. ..  .I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
Table 61 
(34) 
(22) 
(20) 
( 7) 
( 5) 
(14) 
.1 
50 
Topic: Communication Links Through Computers 
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Item 24 Artificial Intelligence 
This particular item, which had a median rank of twenty-third of 
twenty-six particularly noteworthy for the number of "Neutral-No 
Opinion" and missing responses that occured. 46% of all subjects 
either didn't respond or responded "Neutral-No Opinion" to this item 
(tables 62 and 63). The chi square of .0422 indicated a significant 
relationship between the item and the ten departments. The 
contingency table (Appendix U, table 140) readily displays the 
differences of opinion expressed by individual departments regarding 
the item. The large percentage of missed or neutral responses might 
be due to a lack of understanding of the meaning of the topic. This 
should be considered in the General Background Session. 
STRONGLY AGREE 
MOSTLY AGREE 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 
ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 
1 12 
2 22 
3 24 
4 12 
5 10 
9 22 
TOTAL 102 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
11.8 15.0 15.0 
21.6 27.5 42.5 
23.5 30.0 72.5 
11.8 15.0 87.5 
9.8 12.5 100.0 
21.6 MISSING 
100.0 ioO.o 
Table 62 
Topic: Artificial Intelligence 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ************* 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
T 
(12) 
2 
J. 
*********************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
T 
(22) 
3 
X 
kk kk kkkk k k kk k-kick ******** * 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
T 
(24) 
4 
1 
-kick k kkkkk k k kk 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
(12) 
5 *********** (10) 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 *********************** (22) 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 50 
FREQUENCY 
Table 63 
Topic: Artificial Intelligence 
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Item 25 Graphics 
a es 4 and 65 indicate about an even division between those 
who agree that this item should be included and those who are either 
neu ra or disagree. These responses resulted in a median score of 
seventeenth of twenty-six in terms of agreement. This topic could 
e easily integrated into several other topics rather than being 
presented as a separate unit. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
FREQ 
( PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 22 21.6 25.6 25.6 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 26 25.5 30.2 55.8 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 21 20.6 24.4 80.2 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 10 9.8 11.6 91.9 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 7 6.9 8.1 100.0 
9 16 15.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 64 
Topic: Graphics 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *********************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 *************************** 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ********************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 4. *********** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ******** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ***************** 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 40 
FREQUENCY 
(22) 
(26) 
(21) 
(10) 
( 7) 
(16) 
.1 
50 
Table 65 
Topic: Graphics 
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Item 26 Trends-The Future of Computers in Society 
It is interesting to note that 46% of the possible respondents 
either didn't respond or responded "Neutral-No Opinion" (tables 66 
and 67). Of the remainder, twice as many agreed that it should be 
included than disagreed. This resulted in a median score of 
twenty-first of twenty-six in terms of agreement. These results 
were somewhat surprising because it was assumed that educators would 
favor this topic since it would possibly increase their knowledge 
and understandings of things to come and might have some carry-over 
into their instruction. 
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
CODE 
ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 
FREQ 
( PCT ) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
FREQ 
(PCT) 
STRONGLY AGREE 1 26 25.5 31.0 31.0 
MOSTLY AGREE 2 11 10.8 13.1 44.0 
NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 3 29 28.4 34.5 78.6 
MOSTLY DISAGREE 4 9 8.8 10. 7 89.3 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 5 9 8.8 10.7 100.0 
9 18 17.6 MISSING 
TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 
Table 66 
Topic: Trends - The Future of Computers in Society 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 *************************** 
I STRONGLY AGREE 
I 
2 ************ 
I MOSTLY AGREE 
I 
3 ****************************** 
I NEUTRAL - NO OPINION 
I 
4 ********** 
I MOSTLY DISAGREE 
I 
5 ********** 
I STRONGLY DISAGREE 
I 
9 ******************* 
I MISSING 
I 
I.I.I.I 
0 10 20 30 
FREQUENCY 
Table 67 
(26) 
(ID 
(29) 
( 9) 
( 9) 
(18) 
.1 1 
40 50 
Topic: Trends - The Future of Computers in Society 
151 
Median Ranking of Topics 
The listing, presented on the next page, is a decending ranking 
of all twenty-six topics in their order of median score based upon 
the number 1 to 5 response selections. The list also appears in 
Appendix F. The least median score of 1.115 indicated the greatest 
degree of agreement that the item should be included while the 
greatest median score of 3.607 indicated the least degree of 
agreement that a topic should be included. 
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RANK ORDER OF RESPONSES BY MEDIAN SCORE OF RESPONSE 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
RANK ORDER OF MEDIAN 
SCORE OF RESPONSE 
RANK 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
How to use a computer 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Word processing 
What computers can/can't do 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Computer terminology 
Computer managed instruction 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Types of data entry/information response 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Learn to program 
Communication links through computer 
Micro-Home computers 
Different types of computers 
Graphics 
Videodisk and computers 
Use of the computer in advising 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Career opportunities 
Artificial intelligence 
Business applications 
History of computers 
Playing computer games 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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As has been previous mentioned, the suggested topics began with 
the topic "A General Background Computer Literary Session" which was 
followed by four clusters of topics. The first cluster included 
topics concerning a "general background" to computers. The second 
cluster involved "computers in education" while the third cluster 
considered the more "technical aspects of programs." Finally, the 
fourth cluster addressed "current developments and trends". It is 
interesting to note how the responses tended to cluster in ranking 
within the four previously defined clusters. 
As can be seen from the first item, respondents wish to know 
"How to use a computer" which implies personal, effective 
involvement rather than just cognitive knowledge. The second item 
notes the need for a general background session to introduce the 
various topics and explain what would be involved with their 
presentation. Items 3,4,5,7,9,and 12 all came from the "computer on 
education" cluster and point out the importance of focusing on 
educational applications of the computer. Items 10,11,13,and 16 are 
from the programming cluster indicating a strong interest in this 
area. The cluster "current developments and trends" was the third 
most agreed upon group for inclusion while the "general background 
cluster, with the exception of "How to use a computer' , What 
computer's can/can't do" and "Computer terminology", was the least 
favored for inclusion. 
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Other Topics of Interest 
At the bottom of the "Suggested Topics" page was an area where 
faculty could write in "Any Other Topics of Interest to You". Their 
responses, grouped by department, follow: 
Arts and Humanities 
1) "Visual arts and the computer" 
2) "Computer graphics-computer animation" 
3) "Sources of information" 
4) "Not simply reviewing literature re. computer literacy. My 
special interest would be word processing and research 
applications. Also interested in advice on buying, leasing, etc. of 
computer hard/software, i.e. consumer education" 
Communication Disorders 
5) "Using voice synthesizer" 
6) "Gear to Communications Disorders Department Apple Computer and 
how to use it. Want to search topics and at present must go to U. 
Mass Amherst." 
Education/Library Science 
7) "Data base searching" 
8) "Quite interested in the computer usage in elementary education, 
as well as existing software" 
9) "Student programming, Consortion opportunities, job 
survey-national and international, individualized instruction 
10) "LOGO, so we can work with children and their language. 
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Introductory seminar. I am very interested in learning in this 
field. I have undertaken the suggested readings you recommended. As 
soon as you begin this Computer Literary Program, let me know."" 
11) "On-line information retrieval systems (The Source, Dialog, 
BRS, etc)" 
12) "Materials available in the field of English Composition, 
Reading, Language Arts, English as a second language" 
Health Services 
13) "Computer materials/programs etc. on health area for classroom 
use" 
14) "Some very general initial seminars. I find that I have no 
language for discussing this and need a vocabulary to help etc." 
Languages and Literature 
15) "Learning foreign language, wordlists, grammar and translations" 
16) "I really don't know enough about the subject to make sound 
decisions but have tried to guess, really need a very basic course 
on what they can do, especially in my area." 
17) "Use of word processing to teach Journalism through simulation 
of newsroom-VDT systems" 
Management and Urban Studies 
18) "SPSS, available "canned" programs, accounting programs" 
19) "Good series of questions above!" 
Mathematics and Computer Science 
20) "It seems to me that there are 2-3 general overview courses 
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here. A general concepts one, a learn-to-program one, and one to 
relate computers to the teaching field. I would think that to get 
into any real depth with a subject like Artificial Intelligence 
might be out of the range of this type of a program." 
Natural and Earth Sciences 
21) "Need for course in Assembly and Machine Language for micro 
computer enthusiasts" 
Social and Behavioral Sciences 
22) "We are proposing a) computer terminals in some labs and b) 
microcomputers and video disk equipment in other labs. I need info 
in these areas." 
23) "Statistical packages and applications using the Cyber at U Of 
Mass" 
24) "How to use it - research" 
25) "Good luck in this very fruitful initiative." 
Nursing 
26) "Use of Computers in the health industry and in research" 
27) "Use of computers in health care. Designing programs for 
nursing care plans, retrieving information, computer search" 
The fact that 27 faculty took the time to write in comments 
under the suggested topics section, points out the sincerity of 
their desire to become more computer literate. 
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Methods of Presentation 
This third section of the survey instrument afforded the 
respondents the opportunity to indicate their preferences for the 
time, place, grouping and format of the Computer Literary Program as 
well as a choice of several forms of compensation (Appendix B). 
Seven topics were presented and several choices were available for 
each topic. The respondents could respond by placing a check mark 
next to one or several choices within each topic The responses to 
each choice consisted of a check mark to indicate a preference and a 
blank indicating a lack of preference. Histograms and Frequency 
table were run for each choice within each topic. A contingency 
table and chi square were also run for each choice within each 
topic. The contingency tables for these data are found in Appendix 
U. Only one choice achieved a significant chi square. This was the 
choice of using a "Hands-on" format when presenting the program. 
The response to each item of either a check mark or a blank was 
interperted, in terms of preference, as a "yes" or "no". The 
histogram gives a graphic representation of these responses. Rather 
than reporting each choice separately, all the histograms for each 
topic will be presented together and conclusions drawn from these 
data. 
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Item 1 Types of Presentation 
Table 68 is the histogram for the "Formal" response while table 
69 is the histogram for the "Informal" response. 38.2% favor a 
formal program while 69.6% favor an informal program indicating much 
greater preference for an "informal" program. These terms "formal", 
and "informal" resulted in requests for clarification from several 
faculty members. The interpretation given was that "formal" 
referred to planned lessons presented in a class like atmosphere as 
opposed to the "informal" which was more of an unrestricted give and 
take of information; planned, yet less structured. This particular 
item should be clarified in any future surveys. One faculty member 
commented "Do not understand if 'formal' means defined, announced 
curriculum. If so then Yesl If 'informal' means 'RAP' sessions, 
exchange of anecdotes and opinions, then definitely No". Another 
felt that the type of presentation "Depends of topic", while another 
wrote "Whatever is appropriate. 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
]_ ********************* (39) 
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I 
9 ********************************* (63) 
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I.I.I.I.I.I 
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Table 68 
Presentation - Formal 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE T 
l ************************************* 
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I 
9 ***************** 
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Table 69 
Presentation - Informal 
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Item 2 Groupings 
Table 70 shows the histogram for the "Large Group (over 10) 
responses, table 71 indicates the "Small Group (under 10) responses 
and table 72's histogram represents the "Individual" responses. The 
percentage of preference were as follows: 
Prefer large group (over 10) 11.8% 
Prefer Small group.(under 10) 89.2% 
Prefer Individual.16.7% 
As can be readily seen from these percentages and the 
histograms, large group and individual presentations are not 
preferred while the preference for small grouping ( under 10) was 
very high. 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
-COM—I- 
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9 ********************************************** 
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Table 70 
Grouping - Large Group 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
I *********************************************** (91) 
I YES 
I 
9 ******* (11) 
I NO RESPONSE 
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I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
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Table 71 
Grouping - Small Group 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
I ***•**•**■*••*••* (17) 
I YES 
I 
9 *********************************************** (85) 
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Table 72 
Grouping - Individual 
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-^fra ?■ Should A Group Be From Your Academic Discipline Only Or Frnm 
A variety Of Discipli^iiT---L-*— ^ 
M Pre^erence indications for this item were "One Discipline" 
Multi Discipline", and "Doesn't Matter". The histograms 
representing the three responses are shown in table 73,74,and 75. 
The percentage of preferences for each of the three selections are 
as fo1lows: 
Prefer One Discipline 27.5% 
Prefer Multi Discipline 14.7% 
Doesn't Matter 58.8% 
The results indicate that the majority of respondents have no 
preference one way or another.for one-discipline grouping versus 
multi-grouping. The least amount of preference was indicated for 
the multi-discipline grouping. The lack of chi square significance 
on this topic and the others from this last section of the survey 
indicates that the responses reflect the sentiments of all 
departments rather than a selected group. One faculty member simply 
wrote, "Whatever is appropriate," while another suggested, "Start 
multi-discipline and perhaps later by single discipline." The 
suggestion was also made that it "Doesn't matter for very basic, 
general material but should be 'one-discipline' for specifics." 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
TODE I 
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Table 73 
Grouping - One Discipline 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ********* 
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I 9 ********************************************* 
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Table 74 
Grouping - Multidiscipline 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************************* (60) 
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Table 75 
Grouping - Doesn't Matter 
(15) 
(87) 
. .1 
100 
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Item 4 Format 
There were four preferences which faculty could select for this 
topic. These four preferences are represented as histograms in 
tables 76, 77, 78, and 79. The percentages of preference for each 
of the four choices follow. 
Prefer Hands-On 80.4% 
Prefer Demonstration 57.8% 
Prefer Lecture/Discussion 44.1% 
Prefer Field Trip 17.6% 
There is an obvious preference for hands-on experience and mixed 
preference for demonstrations and lecture/discussion. The field 
trip received limited preference. A computer literacy program might 
demand some explanations which constitute the lecture/discussion 
aspect and also some demonstration of computer topics. However, 
these data make it clear that these two aspects of the format should 
not dominate the program. Rather there should be considerable 
hands-on experiences for the participants. The contingency table 
for the hands-on data (Appendix U, table 151) which resulted in a 
significant chi square of .0308 indicates that two departments, 
Communications Disorders and Management, indicated 100% preference 
for hands-on while one department, Health Services, indicated only 
a 37.5% preference for hands-on experience. The remaining 
departments were mixed in their preferences/no-preference 
indications, yet they all showed a substantially higher preference 
than non-preference for a hands-on experience. 
One faculty member expressed the view that the format "depends 
on the topic." 
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Format - Prefer Hands-On 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
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Table 77 
Format - Prefer Demonstration 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
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Table 78 
Format - Prefer Lecture/Discussion 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
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Table 79 
Format - Prefer Field Trip 
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Item 5 Settings 
There were four preference choices available for setting. The 
histograms for these choices appear in tables 80,81,82, and 83 while 
the percentages of preference follow: 
Prefer Classroom 42.2% 
Prefer Professor's Office 15.7% 
Prefer Computer Center 71.6% 
Prefer Other 7.8% 
The classroom preference was fairly evenly mixed, while a lack 
of preference for conducting the program in a professor's office was 
clear. The greatest preference was for conducting the program at 
the Computer Center. This is consistent with the earlier 
indications of small group preference and hands-on preference. 
Worcester State College's computer resources are centrally located, 
for the most part, at the computer center. Located there are rooms 
containing terminals connected to a mainframe computer and 
microcomputer rooms which are available and can be scheduled by 
professors for instructional use. In terms of departments having 
their own departmental computers, of the ten academic departments, 
Natural and Earth Sciences has four terminals/micro computers, 
Mathematics/Computer Science has three terminal/microcomputers, Art 
and Humantities, Communications Disorders, Education, and Management 
and Urban Studies have one terminal each, and Health Services, 
Languages and Literature, Nursing, and Social and Behavioral 
Sciences have none. 
The comments expressed by those who indicated "other setting" 
are as follows: 
1. "In speech clinic" 
2. "So you can get hands-on" 
3. "Department Equipment Location" 
4. "Wherever a terminal can be comfortably installed for quiet 
private use." 
5. "Computer Lab Room" 
6. "Science Department Apple" 
7. "We should have equipment for instructional use/demonstration 
and utilization." 
8. "Wherever one can obtain experience" 
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Table 80 
Setting - Prefer Classroom 
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Table 81 
Setting - Prefer Professor's Office 
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Setting - Prefer Computer Center 
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Table 83 
Setting - Prefer Other 
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Item 6 Times 
There were five preference choices available for times. The 
histograms for these preferences appear in tables 84,85,86,87 and 88 
while the percentages of preference follow. 
Prefer Informal Meetings 33.3% 
Prefer Short Course During Academic 
Year 62.7% 
Prefer Short Evening Course During 
Academic Year 23.5% 
Prefer Seminar Between Regular Semesters 29.4% 
Prefer Long Courses During Semester 8.8% 
The data indicates that the most preferred time for a computer 
literacy program would be a short course during the academic year. 
The least preferred is the long course during the semester. In any 
subsequent survey, an option should be made for short summer courses 
also. The wide deversion of teaching schedules, ranging from 8:30 
A.M. through 10:00 P.M. and including Saturdays combined with the 
various other interests that already account for faculty members's 
time, could make the scheduling of the program a problem. 
One faculty member suggested offering "regular semester courses 
during school hours" during the academic year. Another suggested 
that the programming be presented in "day hours early in the 
semester" while two others suggested "afternoons." One suggested 
"Tuesday and Thursday afternoons," specifically. Another respondent 
suggested that "If times are 'informal meetings,' they should still 
be regularly scheduled." 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ****************** (34) 
I YES 
I 
9 *********************************** (68) 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 84 
Times - Prefer informal Meetings 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
-CODE-1- 
1 ********************************* 
I YES 
I 
9 ******************** 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
1.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 
FREQUENCY 
(64) 
(38) 
.. I 
100 
Times 
Table 85 
Prefer Short Course During the Academic Year 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
-CODE—T 
1 ************* (24) 
I YES 
I 
9 **************************************** (78) 
I 
I 
I. 
NO RESPONSE 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 86 
Times - Prefer a Short Evening Course During the Academic Year 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
-CODE—I 
1 **************** (30) 
I YES 
I 
9 ************************************* (72) 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 87 
Times - Prefer Seminar Between Regular Semesters 
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ****** ( 9) 
I YES 
I 
9 ************************************************ (93) 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 88 
Times - Prefer Long Course During the Semester 
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Item 7 Should Participants be Compensated? 
There were four preference choices available for this item. The 
histograms for these four preferences appear, on the next page, in 
tables 89,90,91, and 92, while the percentages of preference follow: 
Not Necessarily 57.8% 
Yes, Financially 10.8% 
Yes, Reduced Teaching Load 29.4% 
Yes, Other 8.8% 
As can be seen from the data, there was not a great deal of 
preference for financial compensation. Almost one-third of the 
respondents did indicate that they felt there should be a reduction 
in their teaching load. Two faculty members cited this reduction 
for "formal courses" while another noted "If teaching computer 
courses in the future." Another faculty member explained, in 
detail, his interpretation of granting a reduced load. "This 
depends on the amount of time involved. If some faculty are 
retrained to become teachers of computer course, a suitable reduced 
load should be arranged, but if faculty just invest a moderate 
amount of time, no compensation or reduced load would be 
necessary." One respondent stated that a reduced load "would be a 
good idea because what is learned will be useful to the College." 
Another faculty member stated that "Compensation = knowledge and 
skill. If a course is taught, the person teaching it should have a 
reduced load or additional compensation. If subsequent to taking a 
course, a student plans a course for teaching in own discipline then 
a reduced load perhaps to assure the quality of the course to be 
taught." Similarly another stated "Reduced teaching load for 
individuals who want to develop discipline related materials after 
introductory course." One professor did note that the instructor 
should be compensated." 
The fact that over 50% of the respondants felt that compensation 
was not necessary is encouraging since it indicates that these 
faculty would be willing to give of their time freely to acquire 
greater computer literacy. 
The comments made by faculty regarding other forms of 
compensation follow: 
1. "Compensated certainly, if the gained knowledge is to be used in 
instruction by the professor." 
2. "Not essential, but an added incentive." 
3. "Possible ASHA CEU's (American Speech and Hearing Association 
Continuing Education Units)" 
4. "People would be eager to participate whether or not paid as 
long as release time was approved." 
5. "If compensation is the only way to hook the crowd for their own 
good, compensate them. 
"Reduced load only if it is a long, tough course." 6. 
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7. "Reduced load depending on extent of involvement and benefit to 
College." 
8. "If done thoroughly, should be considered part of faculty 
development. If advanced application to Worcester State College 
then reduced load - as you progress in competency then 
formalize." 
9. "Reduced load would be helpful if it was an extended course that 
required individual work on the computer." 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
I ************■*■*■*■**•'*'*****■*■******* (59) 
I YES 
I 
9 *********************** (43) 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 89 
Compensation - Not Necessarily 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
I ******* (ID 
9 
I YES 
I 
*********************************************** (91) 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 
FREQUENCY 
.1 1 
80 100 
Table 90 
Compensation - Yes, Financially 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 
1 ******************* 
I YES 
I 
9 ************************************* 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
1.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 
FREQUENCY 
(30) 
(72) 
.. I 
100 
Table 91 
Compensation - Yes, Reduced Load 
DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
CODE I 1 ****** ( 9) 
I YES 
I 
9 ************************************************ (93) 
I NO RESPONSE 
I 
I.I.I.I.I.I 
0 20 40 60 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Table 92 
Compensation - Yes, Other 
Optional Comments 
At the very end of the survey there was space set aside for 
"Optional Comments." The comments written on the survey are as 
follows: 
1. "Thanks for thinking of us." 
2. "Thanks and good luck in bringing this about." 
3. "Computers, I feel, are a necessary skill I would like to learn." 
4. "I don't know enough about the subject to intelligently comment 
or ask questions. Sorry.'" 
5. "I leave up to you as to how best to structure the program - 
perhaps all of the above at different points in time." 
6. "This is a great opportunity (no-necessity) to meet future 
demands." 
7. "A variety of grouping and teaching methods could be used. 
History, types of computers, and basic information could be 
presented at a large group lecture. Large groups (over 10) 
could meet informally once interest (or need) areas have been 
determined. Small group "hands-on" for learning how to use 
computer. I would like to have a basic knowledge of computers. 
My interest to see what computers can do to help with clerical 
work - class lists, emergency information, relisting by age or 
sex, and scheduling." (This person is also administratively 
involved with running of the College's Early Childhood Center.) 
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8. "A Great idea. Can this be developed to extend beyond the 
introductory level, as we become more literate?" 
9. "Present trends seem to indicate that, especially for the 
academic, computer illiteracy will soon equal functional 
illiteracy." 
10. "Sounds extremely exciting and will provide a much needed 
opportunity." 
11. "I think many people fear computers - as I used to do - but 
after they have learned to use and control one, they see that 
they are only a tool. Their concept is simple even though it 
took advanced technology to implicate the concept. We've come a 
long way from Babbage." 
12. "I think that most of us realize the great importance of 
computer literacy but we just don't know how to go about 
learning short of enrolling in an evening course. Your 
suggestions show considerable more flexibility. 
13. "Get to it!" 
14. "Thank you for the opportunity to assist in this important 
project." 
15. "John, as you mentioned when handing this out, the questions 
take on a different focus when directed at the Computer Science 
Department. I tried to answer them as best as possible. There 
seems to ba a need for some sort of formalized program. At this 
point, I've been doing some of this on my own time, but there 
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seems to be an unending demand, for myself and other Computer 
"Science faculty members, from faculty who want to 'learn about 
computers.' As a computer science faculty member, I would be 
interested in participating in something like manufacturer's 
education programs to learn about equipment and software, i.e. 
the WANG stuff. There should be a reduced teaching load for 
participants." 
16. Audit existing courses. If during the regular year reduced 
teaching load would be incentive. On page 2, items listed in 3, 
4, and 5 (Societal Issues/Implications of the Computer, Computer 
Termininology, and What Computers Can/Can't Do) are ones I am 
somewhat familiar with because I audited the course Intro to 
Computer Science (BASIC). What I need is more information on 
how to adapt to classroom situation. I have used 
a Radio Shack computer at the Worcester Foundation (for 
Experimental Biology) to interact with Stanford's Computer to 
analyze data." 
17. "Have enough equipment available when and where we can use them 
and disks for personal projects." 
18. "How difficult is it to become computer literate?" 
19. "Is very necessary. Should have been done 2 or 3 years ago. 
Hope you start soon." 
20. "We will be faced with choosing brands and models of a) video 
cassette recorder-players and b) micro-computers. I need some 
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info to help with this plus some info on how to best handle 
computer terminals in the undergraduate research lab. I have 
programmed computers for years and have directed large research 
projects on computers, but have not played with terminals or 
used them in a regular classroom" 
21. "I think it would be very useful to the faculty to offer such a 
program" 
22. "I have taken a computer literacy course for educators at U. of 
Mass, this summer - 5 hours/day x 10 days - too exhausting. 
23. "I'd be interested in knowing what computer services are 
available to faculty." 
These twenty-three comments once again indicate the amount of 
genuine interest that exists among the faculty for a computer 
literacy program. 
Additional Analysis 
As was previously noted, of all fifty seven chi squares computed, 
only seven resulted in a chi square below .05 indicating a 
significant relationship between the item and the different 
departments responding. Consequently, the data was collapsed and 
analyzed to determine if more significance would appear. The ten 
departments were collapsed into two different configurations for 
analysis. The first configuration consisted of grouping the data 
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into the three catagories of "Mathematics and Science," 
"Professional Studies," and "Liberal Arts." The "Mathematics and 
Science" grouping consisted of the data from the 
Mathematics/Computer Science department and the data from the 
Natural/Earth Sciences department. The second group, "Professional 
Studies , was made up of five departments. They were Communications 
Disorders, Education/Library Science, Health Services, 
Management/Urban Studies, and Nursing. The "Liberal Arts" grouping 
consisted of three departments. They were Arts/Humanities, 
Language/Literature, and Social/Behavioral Sciences. A summary of 
the chi squares obtained with this collapsed data appears in 
Appendix G. 
Under the first section of the survey "General Information," two 
additional chi square relationships appeared in addition to the two 
previously noted with the original data analysis. In the original 
analysis of data the two items "Do your students use a computer as 
part of your course" and "Your degree of computer knowledgeability", 
both indicated significant relationships to the departments polled. 
With the collapsed data these two items plus the items "Total Years 
Teaching" and "Do you personally use a computer?" showed significant 
relationships. 
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The contingency table for "Total years teaching" appears in 
table 93. It can be seen that the Liberal Arts group is comprised 
of faculty with more years of experience than the other two groups, 
the Mathematics and Science groups are second in teaching experience 
while the Professional group has the least teaching experience. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ITOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS 
COL PCT ITCHING TCHING TCHING TCHING TCHING 
TOT PCT I 1-5 I 6-10 I 11-15 I 16-20 I OVER 
MATH SCIENCE 
PROFESSIONAL 
LIBERAL ARTS 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
I 2 I 1 I 6 I 2 I 8 
I 10.5 I 5.3 I 31.6 I 10.5 I 42.1 
I 40.0 I 7.7 I 22.2 I 12.5 I 21.6 
I 2.0 I 1.0 I 6.1 I 2.0 I 8.2 
— T 1 
I 3 I 11 I 9 I 7 I 11 
I 7.3 I 26.8 I 22.0 I 17.1 I 26.8 
I 60.0 I 84.6 I 33.3 I 43.8 I 29.7 
I 3.1 I 11.2 I 9.2 I 7.1 I 11.2 
-I- 
I 0 I 1 I 12 I 7 I 18 
I 0 I 2.6 I 31.6 I 18.4 I 47.4 
I 0 I 7.7 I 44.4 I 43.8 I 48.6 
I 0 I 1.0 I 12.2 I 7.1 I 18.4 
*1“ 
5 13 27 16 37 
5.1 13.3 27.6 16.3 37.8 
ROW 
TOTAL 
19 
19.4 
41 
41.8 
38 
38.8 
98 
100.0 
Table 93 
Total Years Teaching 
The contingency table for the item "Do you personally use a 
computer" appears in table 94. It is interesting to note that a 
greater percentage of the Professional group personally use 
computers than do the Mathematics and Sciences group. The Libera 
Arts group has an expected low percentage of computer use. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT III 
I 
I 9 I 10 I 
MATH SCIENCE I 47.4 I 52.6 I 
I 31.0 I 14. 7 I 
I 9.3 I 10.3 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 15 I 24 I 
PROFESSIONAL I 38.5 I 61.5 I 
I 51.7 I 35.3 I 
I 15.5 I 24.7 I 
-I- 
I 5 I 34 I 
LIBERAL ARTS I 12.8 I 87.2 I 
I 17.2 I 50.0 I 
I 5.2 I 35.1 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 29 68 
TOTAL 29.9 70.1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
19 
19.6 
39 
40.2 
39 
40.2 
97 
100.0 
Table 94 
Do You Personally Use a Computer 
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The responses to the item "Do your students use a computer as 
part of your course" appears in table 95. It is interesting to note 
that not one Liberal Arts faculty member uses the computer in 
his/her course. Percentage-wise the usage among the 
Mathematics/Science group is almost three times that of the 
Professional group. Since the Computer Science department is 
included under Mathematics/Science, this is not surprising. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO ROW 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
-1- 
I 
MATH SCIENCE I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
TOTAL 
I I 
-1-1 
7 1 12 I 19 
36.8 I 63.2 I 20.0 
58.3 I 14.5 I 
7.4 I 12.6 I 
-X-x 
51 32 I 37 
PROFESSIONAL I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
LIBERAL ARTS I 
I 
I 
-I 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
13.5 I 86.5 I 38.9 
41.7 I 38.6 I 
5.3 I 33.7 I 
-1-1 
01 39 I 39 
0 I 100.0 I 41.1 
0 I 47.0 I 
0 I 41.1 I 
-X-1 
12 83 95 
12.6 87.4 100.0 
Table 95 
Do Students Use a Computer as Part of Your Course 
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The fourth item which indicated a significant relationship under 
the "General Information" section was "Your degree of computer 
knowledgeability." The data reported in table 96 indicates the 
predictable results that Mathematics and Science faculty are the 
most knowledgeable of the three groups while the Liberal Arts 
faculty are the least knowledgeable. 
It is interesting to note that although the Mathematics and 
Science faculty have the greatest knowledge of computers and use 
them most often in their classes, it is the Professional group which 
has the highest percentage of personal use of the computer. 
COUNT I 
ROW 
COL 
TOT 
PCT 
PCT 
PCT 
IVERY SOMEWHT NOT 
IKNOWLDG KNOWLDG KNOWLDG 
I I I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
I 5 I 9 I 5 I 19 
MATH SCIENCE I 26.3 I 47.4 I 26.3 I 19.2 
I 55.6 I 24.3 I 9.4 I 
I 5.1 I 9.1 I 5.1 I 
-I- -X- -x_ -1 
I 2 I 19 I 20 I 41 
PROFESSIONAL I 4.9 I 46.3 I 48.8 I 41.4 
I 22.2 I 51.4 I 37.7 I 
I 2.0 I 19.2 I 20.2 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 9 I 28 I 38 
LIBERAL ARTS I 5.1 I 23.1 I 71.8 I 39.4 
I 22.2 I 24.3 I 52.8 I 
I 2.0 I 9.1 I 28.3 I 
-I -1 -1- 1 
COLUMN 9 37 53 99 
TOTAL 9.1 37.4 53.5 100.0 
Table 96 
Your Degree of Computer Knowledgeability 
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The original analysis of the data for the second section of the 
survey "Suggested topics" by the ten departments yeilded four 
significant relationships. The collapsed data also yeilded four 
significant relationships but they were four different items than 
from the first analysis. While the first analysis yielded 
significant relationships on 1. "History of computers", 2. "Word 
Processing", 3. "Communications links through computers", and 4. 
"Artificial Intelligence"; the collapsed data indicated a 
significant relationship existed for 1. "How to use a computer", 2. 
"Business applications", 3. "Computer managed instruction", and 4. 
"Videodisk and computers" 
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While there was considerable general agreement that the "How to 
use a computer" item should be included in a computer literacy 
program, the Mathematics and Science group had 17.6% Neutral-No 
Opinion response. The Profession group, had 87.5% of their 
respondants indicating that they strongly agreed that this item 
should be included. The data is presented in table 97. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
x 
I 13 I 1 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 17 
MATH SCIENCE I 76.5 I 5.9 I 17.6 I 0 I 0 I 18.7 
I 17.6 I 9.1 I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 
-I- 
I 
14.3 I 
-I- 
I 
1.1 I 
. T — 
3.3 I 
0 I 
0 I 
. T — 
0 I 
. T 
35 4 
1 
I 1 
1 
i 0 
1 
I 40 
PROFESSIONAL I 87.5 I 10.0 I 0 I 2.5 i 0 I 44.0 
I 47.3 I 36.4 I 0 I 100.0 i 0 I 
I 38.5 I 4.4 I 0 I 1.1 i 0 I 
-I- 
I 26 I 6 I 0 I 0 i 2 I 34 
LIBERAL ARTS I 76.5 I 17.6 I 0 I 0 i 5.9 I 37.4 
I 35.1 I 54.5 I 0 I 0 i 100.0 I 
I 28.6 I 6.6 I 0 I 0 i 2.2 I 
— 1“ 
91 COLUMN 74 11 3 1 2 
TOTAL 81.3 12.1 3.3 1.1 2.2 100.0 
Table 97 
Topic: How to Use a Computer 
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As might be expected, the "Professional" group most supported 
the inclusion of the "Business Applications" topic while the 
"Liberal Arts" group expressed the least support. A rather large 
number of 
respondants, fairly evenly distributed among the three groups, 
indicated a Neutral-No Opinion response. The contingency table for 
this item is presented in table 98. 
MATH SCIENCE 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE 
TOT PCT I I 
-X-1- 
I 2 1 
I 12.5 I 
I 11.1 I 
I 2.4 I 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
PROFESSIONAL 
LIBERAL ARTS 
3 
18.8 
23.1 
3.5 
4 
25.0 
14.3 
4.7 
3 
18.8 
37.5 
3.5 
4 
25.0 
22.2 
4.7 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
-I- -I- -I- -I- •I— 
I 13 I 7 I 12 I 3 I 3 
I 34.2 I 18.4 I 31.6 I 7.9 I 7.9 
I 72.2 I 53.8 I 42.9 I 37.5 I 16.7 
I 15.3 I 8.2 I 14.1 I 3.5 I 3.5 
-I- 
I 3 I 3 I 12 I 2 I 11 
I 9.7 I 9.7 I 38.7 I 6.5 I 35.5 
I 16.7 I 23.1 I 42.9 I 25.0 I 61.1 
I 3.5 I 3.5 I 14.1 I 2.4 I 12.9 
-1“ 
18 13 28 8 18 
21.2 15.3 32.9 9.4 21.2 
ROW 
TOTAL 
16 
18.8 
38 
44.7 
31 
36.5 
85 
100.0 
Table 98 
Topic: Business Applications 
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Table 99 indicates the contingence table for the item "Computer 
Managed Instruction." Although the "Liberal Arts" group expressed 
the least amount of support for this item, their positive support 
still was in excess of 50%. Only one "Professional" respondant 
disagreed that it should be included in a computer literacy 
program. The 17.2% Neutral-No Opinion responses among the "Liberal 
Arts" group may indicate a lack of understanding regarding the 
meaning of "Computer Managed Instruction." 
MATH SCIENCE 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE 
TOT PCT I I 
-X-x- 
I 9 1 
I 60.0 I 
I 22.0 I 
I 11.21 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
PROFESSIONAL 
LIBERAL ARTS 
3 
20.0 
15.8 
3.7 
3 
20.0 
50.0 
3.7 
— I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
10 
34.5 
24.4 
12.5 
41 
51.3 
7 
24.1 
36.8 
8.8 
19 
23.8 
5 
17.2 
55.6 
6.3 
9 
11.2 
2 
6.9 
33.3 
2.5 
6 
7.5 
5 I 
17.2 I 
I 100.0 I 
6.3 I 
-X 
5 
6.3 
ROW 
TOTAL 
15 
18.8 
-I- 
-I- -I- -I- ■I— -x 
I 22 I 9 I 4 I 1 I 0 I 36 
I 61.1 I 25.0 I 11.1 I 2.8 I 0 I 45.0 
I 53.7 I 47.4 I 44.4 I 16.7 I 0 I 
I 27.5 I 11.2 I 5.0 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I- 
29 
36.2 
80 
100.0 
Table 99 
Topic: Computer Managed Instruction 
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the fourth item that indicated a significant relationship from 
within the collapsed data was "Videodisk and Computers" (table 
100). A large number of all three groups responded Neutral-No 
Opinion indicating a possible lack of understanding of what this 
item was about. What was surprising was the 40% response from the 
Mathematics/Science group that this topic should not be included in 
a computer literacy program. 
MATH SCIENCE 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE 
TOT PCT I I 
-1-1- 
I 2 1 2 
I 13.3 I 13.3 
I 9.5 I 9.5 
I 2.5 I 2.5 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
PROFESSIONAL 
LIBERAL ARTS 
5 
33.3 
18.5 
6.2 
5 
33.3 
71.4 
6.2 
1 
6.7 
20.0 
1.2 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
-I- •I- •I- ■I- ■I- 
I 11 I 13 I 11 I 0 I 2 
I 29.7 I 35.1 I 29.7 I 0 I 5.4 
I 52.4 I 61.9 I 40.7 I 0 I 40.0 
I 13.6 I 16.0 I 13.6 I 0 I 2.5 
-I- 
I 8 I 6 I 11 I 2 I 2 
I 27.6 I 20.7 I 37.9 I 6.9 I 6.9 
I 38.1 I 28.6 I 40.7 I 28.6 I 40.0 
I 9.9 I 7.4 I 13.6 I 2.5 I 2.5 
-I- 
21 21 27 7 5 
25.9 25.9 33.3 8.6 6.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
15 
18.5 
37 
45.7 
29 
35.8 
81 
100.0 
Table 100 
Topic: Videodisk and Computers 
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The third section of the survy concerned "Methods of 
Presentation". The original data analysis yielded only one item of 
significant relationship to the ten departments. The item concerned 
a "hands-on" format. The collapsed data also yielded only one 
significant item, the item being the time preference of a "seminar 
between regular semesters." As can be seen from the data in table 
101, while a little over half of "Mathematics/Sciences" respondants 
favor this time, a little less than one-third of the "Professionals" 
favor this time period and only 15.4% of the "Liberal Arts" groups 
would favor this time period. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO 
COL PCT I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 
-1 
I 
MATH SCIENCE I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
PROFESSIONAL I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
LIBERAL ARTS I 
I 
I 
I I 
-X-1 
10 I 9 1 19 
52.6 I 47.4 I 18.6 
33.3 I 12.5 I 
9.8 I 8.8 I 
-X-1 
14 I 30 I 44 
31.8 I 68.2 I 43.1 
46.7 I 41.7 I 
13.7 I 29.4 I 
-1-1 
61 33 I 39 
15.4 I 84.6 I 38.2 
20.0 I 45.8 I 
5.9 I 32.4 I 
_I-1-1 
COLUMN 30 72 
TOTAL 29.4 70.6 
102 
100.0 
Table 101 
Format: Prefer Hands-On 
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In a further effort to analyze the data and seek out significant 
relationships, the data was again collapsed into three different 
catagories and then analyzed (see Appendix H). The data for this 
analysis was grouped by the historical usage of computers by 
particular departments. The three departments "Management/Urban 
Studies," "Mathematics/Computer Science," and "Natural/Earth 
Sciences" were collapsed into one group called "Established Users of 
Computers." The four departments "Communications Disorders," 
"Education/Library Science," "Health Services," and "Nursing" were 
grouped under the catagory "Emerging Users of Computers." Finally 
the three remaining departments "Social/Behavioral Sciences," 
"Art/Humanities," and "Language/Literature" were grouped together as 
"Limited Users of Computers." 
The results of the cross tabulation analysis of this grouping 
were similar to those of the two previous analyses. There are few 
areas of significant relationships which indicates more similarities 
and agreement among groups than dissimilarities and disagreement. 
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The analysis of the first section of the survey "General 
Information" using the collapsed data resulted in three items with 
significant chi squares. The items, which are shown in tables 102 
103, and 104, are "Do you Personally use a Computer," "Do Your 
Students Use a Computer," and "Your Degree of Computer 
Knowledgeability." The results are what would be expected in light 
of the previous analysis. The "Established Computer Users" 
indicated most often that they personally use a computer, that their 
students use a computer as part of their course, and that they are 
the most knowledgeable about computers. The "Limited Computer 
Users" results were the opposite in that they personally use the 
computer the least, had no use of computers in their classes, and 
had the least degree of computer knowledgeability. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT III 
-!-1-1 
I 51 34 I 
LIMITED USE I 12.8 I 87.2 I 
I 17.2 I 50.0 I 
I 5.2 I 35.1 I 
-I-1-1 
I 11 I 18 I 
EMERGING USE I 37.9 I 62.1 I 
I 37.9 I 26.5 I 
I 11.3 I 18.6 I 
-I-1-1 
I 13 I 16 I 
ESTABLISHED USE I 44.8 I 55.2 I 
I 44.8 I 23.5 I 
I 13.4 I 16.5 I 
-I-1-1 
COLUMN 29 68 
TOTAL 29.9 70.1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
39 
40.2 
29 
29.9 
29 
29.9 
97 
100.0 
Table 102 
Do You Personally Use a Computer 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I I I 
T 1 
I 0 I 39 i 
LIMITED USE I 0 I 100.0 i 
I 0 I 47.0 i 
I 0 I 41.1 i 
-I- 
I 1 I 26 i 
EMERGING USE I 3.7 I 96.3 i 
I 8.3 I 31.3 i 
I 1.1 I 27.4 i 
-I- 
I 11 I 18 i 
ESTABLISHED USE I 37.9 I 62.1 i 
I 91.7 I 21.7 i 
I 11.6 I 18.9 i 
-I- -I- -i 
COLUMN 12 83 
TOTAL 12.6 87.4 
Table 103 
ROW 
TOTAL 
39 
41.1 
27 
28.4 
29 
30.5 
95 
100.0 
Do Your Students Use Computers in Your Courses 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT IVERY SOMEWHT NOT ROW 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 
IKNOWLDG 
I 
KNOWLDG 
I 
KNOWLDG 
I I 
T 
TOTAL 
I 2 I 9 I 28 I 39 
LIMITED USE I 5.1 I 23.1 I 71.8 I 39.4 
I 22.2 I 24.3 I 52.8 I 
I 2.0 I 9.1 I 28.3 I 
-I- 
I 1 I 14 I 16 I 31 
EMERGING USE I 3.2 I 45.2 I 51.6 I 31.3 
I 11.1 I 37.8 I 30.2 I 
I 1.0 I 14.1 I 16.2 I 
-I- 
I 6 I 14 I 9 I 29 
ESTABLISHED USE I 20.7 I 48.3 I 31.0 I 29.3 
I 66.7 I 37.8 I 17.0 I 
I 6.1 I 14.1 I 9.1 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 9 37 53 99 
TOTAL 9.1 37.4 53.5 100.0 
Table 104 
Your Degree of Computer Knowledgeability 
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The second section of the survey "Suggested Topics" resulted in 
five significant relationships being indicated. They were 1) "A 
General Background Computer Literacy Session," 2) "How to Use a 
Computer, 3) "Word Processing," 4) "Familiarity with how Computers 
are Programmed," and 5) "Learn to Program." The item "Word 
Processing" was also significant in the first "ten department" cross 
tabulation and the item "How to Use a Computer" was significant in 
the previous collapsed data cross tabulation. 
The results of the item "A General Background Computer Literacy 
Session" (see table 105) is interesting in that those who have the 
most "Limited Use of Computers" indicated the least support for 
strongly agreeing that this topic be included. This group, being 
the least knowledgeable, would have been expected to most support a 
general background session. Inclusion of the "mostly agree" 
response pushes this percentage up to a more anticipated level. 
LIMITED USE 
EMERGING USE 
ESTABLISHED USE 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-1- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
I 
-I 
21 I 8 I 0 I 2 I 3 
61.8 I 23.5 I 0 I 5.9 I 8.8 
31.3 I 66.7 I 0 I 66.7 I 60.0 
22.6 I 8.6 I 0 I 2.2 I 3.2 
26 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 1 
83.9 I 6.5 I 3.2 I 3.2 I 3.2 
38.8 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 20.0 
28.0 I 2.2 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 1.1 
20 I 2 I 5 I 0 I 1 
71.4 I 7.1 I 17.9 I 0 I 3.6 
. 29.9 I 16.7 I 83.3 I 0 I 20.0 
21.5 I 2.2 I 5.4 I 0 I 1.1 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
67 
72.0 
12 
12.9 
6 
6.5 
3 
3.2 
5 
5.4 
ROW 
TOTAL 
34 
36.6 
31 
33.3 
28 
30.1 
93 
100.0 
Table 105 
Topic: A General Background Computer Literacy Session 
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A similar pattern emerged on the responses to the "How to Use a 
Computer item (table 106). The "Emerging Users" indicated an 
overwhelming desire to include this topic, followed by the "Limited 
User" group and then the "Established Use" group. The "Established 
User's" group included faculty who already know "How to Use a 
Computer." 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-X- 
LIMITED USE 
EMERGING USE 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
III 
-X-1-1-1 
ESTABLISHED USE 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
26 
76.5 
35.1 
28.6 
6 
17.6 
54.5 
6.6 
2 I 
5.9 I 
100.0 I 
2.2 I 
I 20 
I 74.1 
I 27.0 
I 22.0 
-I- 
74 
81.3 
3 
11.1 
27.3 
3.3 
3 
11.1 
100.0 
3.3 
1 
3.7 
100.0 
1.1 
11 
12.1 
3 
3.3 
1 
1.1 
2 
2.2 
ROW 
TOTAL 
34 
37.4 
-I- 
I 28 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 30 
I 93.3 I 6.7 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 33.0 
I 37.8 I 18.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 30.8 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
27 
29.7 
91 
100.0 
Table 106 
Topic: How to Use a Computer 
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The responses to the "Word Processing" item (table 107) were 
most interesting in that the "Established Use" group expressed the 
least agreement that this topic be included in a computer literacy 
program. While approximately 90% of the "Limited" and "Emerging" 
groups agreed that the item be included, only two thirds of the 
"Established" group agreed. This may reflect the constitution of 
the groups with the more verbal, language oriented disciplines being 
in the latter two groups. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
LIMITED USE 
EMERGING USE 
ESTABLISHED USE 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
24 
66.7 
41.4 
26.1 
8 
22.2 
42.1 
8.7 
2 
5.6 
22.2 
2.2 
2 
5.6 
100.0 
2.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
14 
51.9 
24.1 
15.2 
4 
14.8 
21.1 
4.3 
5 
18.5 
55.6 
5.4 
4 
14.8 
100.0 
4.3 
58 
63.0 
19 
20.7 
9 
9.8 
1 
1.1 
2 
2.2 
ROW 
TOTAL 
36 
39.1 
-I- 
I 20 I 7 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 29 
I 69.0 I 24.1 I 6.9 I 0 I 0 I 31.5 
I 34.5 I 36.8 I 22.2 I 0 I 0 I 
I 21.7 I 7.6 I 
CM
 
•
 
CM
 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
27 
29.3 
92 
100.0 
Table 107 
Topic: Word Processing 
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T e last two items reflecting significant relationship to the 
groupings were, "Familiarity With How Computers are Programmed" and 
Learn to Program." The responses to these two items were similar 
as can be seen in tables 108 and 109. In both cases the "Emerging" 
Users overwhelmingly agree that these topics should be included in a 
computer literacy program. The "Limited" Users are next in 
agreement followed lastly by the "Established" Users. It is 
interesting to note, in both items, the large number of 
'Established" Users who indicated a Neutral-No Opinion response. In 
both cases, close to 20% of the "Established" Users disagreed that 
programming should be included in the program. 
LIMITED USE 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-1- 
I 14 
I 41.2 
I 32.6 
I 14.9 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
EMERGING USE 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
23 
69.7 
53.5 
24.5 
X- 
I 10 
I 29.4 
I 40.0 
I 10.6 
I 8 
I 24.2 
I 32.0 
I 8.5 
ESTABLISHED USE 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
6 
I 22.2 
I 14.0 
I 6.4 
-I- 
43 
45.7 
■I- 
I 7 
I 25.9 
I 28.0 
I 7.4 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
III 
■I-1-1-1 
I 4 1 3 1 3 I 
I 11.8 I 8.8 I 8.8 I 
I 28.6 I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 4.3 I 3.2 I 3.2 I 
I II 0 1 II 
I 3.0 I 01 3.0 I 
I 7.11 0 116.71 
I 1.1 I 0 1 1.1 I 
.X-1-1-1 
25 
26.6 
9 I 
33.3 I 
64.3 I 
9.6 I 
-1- 
14 
14.9 
3 I 
11.1 I 
50.0 I 
3.2 I 
-1- 
6 
6.4 
2 
7.4 
33.3 
2.1 
6 
6.4 
ROW 
TOTAL 
34 
36.2 
33 
35.1 
27 
28.7 
94 
100.0 
Table 108 
Topic: Familiarity With How Computers are Programmed 
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LIMITED USE 
EMERGING USE 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-X- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
ESTABLISHED USE 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I- I- I- I- 
12 I 11 I 5 I 3 I 3 
35.3 I 32.4 I 14.7 I 8.8 I 8.8 
35.3 I 36.7 I 35.7 I 42.9 I 42.9 
13.0 I 12.0 I 5.4 I 3.3 I 3.3 
19 I 9 I 1 I 1 I 1 
61.3 I 29.0 I 3.2 I 3.2 I 3.2 
55.9 I 30.0 I 7.1 I 14.3 I 14.3 
20.7 I 9.8 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 1.1 
3 I 10 I 8 I 3 I 3 
11.1 I 37.0 I 29.6 I 11.1 I 11.1 
8.8 I 33.3 I 57.1 I 42.9 I 42.9 
3.3 I 10.9 I 8.7 I 3.3 I 3.3 
-I- -I- 
34 
37.0 
30 
32.6 
14 
15.2 
7 
7.6 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
7 
7.6 
Table 109 
ROW 
TOTAL 
34 
37.0 
31 
33.7 
27 
29.3 
92 
100.0 
Topic: Learn to Program 
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The only significant response to an item in the third section of 
the survey occurred with the same item that was significant with the 
previous collapsed data. That item regarding times is "Seminar 
between regular semesters" (table 110). While no one group 
supported this time selection in the majority, the greatest support 
was from "Established" Users, followed by "Emerging" Users, and 
lastly "Limited" Users. 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 
LIMITED USE 
EMERGING USE 
ESTABLISHED USE 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
IYES 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
NO 
6 
15.4 
20.0 
5.9 
33 
84.6 
45.8 
32.4 
30 
29.4 
72 
70.6 
ROW 
TOTAL 
39 
38.2 
I- •I— ■I 
I 11 I 23 I 34 
I 32.4 I 67.6 I 33.3 
I 36.7 I 31.9 I 
I 10.8 I 22.5 I 
■I 
I 13 I 16 I 29 
I 44.8 I 55.2 I 28.4 
I 43.3 I 22.2 I 
I 12.7 I 15.7 I 
-I- -I- -I 
102 
100.0 
Table 110 
Time: Prefer Seminar Between Regular Semesters 
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Results of the Interviews 
Fourteen faculty were interviewed within a period of two weeks. 
These faculty consisted of the four who indicated that they did not 
want to participate in a computer literacy program and ten faculty 
who indicated that they would participate. These latter ten faculty 
were divided into two groups of five each. The first group 
consisting of those who did anticipate a carry-over of any acquired 
computer skills and/or understandings into the classroom, while the 
second group consisted of five who did not anticipate such a 
carry-over. These two groups of five were selected using a computer 
based random selection process. The interviews were scheduled by 
appointment, in the setting the faculty member selected. A listing 
of eleven questions were established prior to the interviews. These 
questions were used as a guide during the interview process with 
notes being made under each question. The eleven questions were as 
follows: 
1. Do you feel a need to become more computer knowledgeable? Why? 
2. Do you feel that computers are making an impact on your 
discipline? How? 
3. Are computers a positive or negative force in your academic area? 
4. What is your attitude toward computers in general? 
5. What is your attitude toward computers in your discipline? 
6. What is your academic and teaching background? 
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7. What is your current computer knowledgeabiltiy? 
8. What computer topics are of interest to you? 
9. What would you like from a computer literacy program? 
10. What are your preferences for times and settings of a computer 
literacy program? 
11. What are other areas/topics of interest to you? 
The interviews themselves were not grouped by the survey 
responses but rather occurred in the order dictated by the faculty's 
preference. However, the results of the interviews will be reported 
grouped into the three catagories of responses. Rather than 
reporting each interviewee's response to each guide question, a more 
free flowing narrative of the interview will be presented. Direct 
quotes will be used when appropriate. 
Group 1 Would not participate in a voluntary program at Worcester 
State College to increase their computer knowledgeability. 
Person 1 
This faculty member has been a member of the Art Department for 
seventeen years. Prior to teaching at Worcester State College she 
taught Elementary and Junior High School Art in public schools. The 
reason she gave for not wishing to participate in a computer 
literacy program is medical. She has a persistent back problem 
which causes her considerable discomfort and, as time passes, is 
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becoming progressively worse. As a result she has to curtail her 
activities. she stated that if she didn't have this problem she 
would be interested in participating. In response to the guide 
questions, she exhibited an almost total lack of knowledge or 
understanding of computers and was not aware of any application of 
computers to Art. The topic of computer generated art was discussed 
and she expressed an interest in becoming more knowledgeable about 
that. If she were able to participate in a computer literacy 
program, she would like it to be given during the regular academic 
semesters in the afternoon, preferably at or near her office. She 
would like the program to give her a background on how computers 
could be used in Art. Her attitude toward computers is "I'm afraid 
of them," "They appear difficult to use," "They scare me." When an 
effort was made to find out why these feelings were held, she 
responded "I don't know." 
Person 2 
this man has been a member of the Physical Education Department 
for thrity-two years. When asked why he did not wish to participate 
in a computer literacy program be responded "I'm too old, it s a 
failing on my part, not on yours or computers." He was aware of the 
use of computers in his area citing the professional use of 
computers in Physical Education for tracking and analysis of 
athletes but he felt that he is so close to retirement that it would 
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not be worth his while to learn about computers. He teaches 
activity courses and didn't feel that they applied to computers. He 
also said "I have nothing against them, my son makes a good living 
working for Prime in CAD/CAM." However, he sees no use of computers 
in his personal life. 
Person 3 
This interviewee is a middle aged man who has taught in the 
I 
Psychology Department. He gave several reasons why he would not 
participate in a computer literacy program. He stated that he had 
no time to learn about computers since he teaches four day courses 
and one evening course, coaches track and advises students. He also 
said "I never liked that type of thing anyway. I always avoided 
Math." Initially he stated that he couldn't see any application for 
computers in Psychology but he later changed his mind noting that it 
could be used in a "Theories of Personality" course he teaches. He 
described Cattell's work on a personality theory based on factor 
analysis using a computer program that inputs traits and from them 
draws conclusions. Having initially stated he would not participate 
in a computer literacy program, he later stated that "The only way I 
would foresee learning about computers would be if I had a 
sabbatical and the program was geared to my needs." 
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Person 4 
This last of the four individuals who would not participate is a 
relatively young man who had only been at Worcester State College 
for less than two years in the Computer Science Department. This 
interview was conducted by telephone since in the time interval from 
the time that he completed the survey until he was contacted, he had 
left Worcester State College to enter the business sector. He felt 
that a computer literacy program would have been geared below his 
level of competence and that most of the participants would want to 
know things that he already knew, therefore a computer literacy 
program was not for him. He did say, however, that he would have 
been interested in topics covering subjects that were new to him. 
Group II Would participate in a voluntary computer literacy program 
but do not anticipate a carry-over of acquired computer skills 
and/or understanding into their classroom 
Person 1 
This biology faculty member has taught at Worcester State 
College for fourteen years. He said that he knew that he should 
become more computer knowledgeable but has a dislike for computers 
that goes back to his experiences as a graduate student when he took 
two computer courses to meet a second language requirement for his 
Ph.D. He expressed a desire to become more knowledgeable of 
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existing software in his discipline but emphasised that he did not 
want to program. "I had enough with FORTRAN." When asked about the 
impact that computers are making in his discipline he responded "not 
as much as they should." He had indicated on the survey that he 
would anticipate no carry-over of computer skills and knowledge in 
his classroom yet as the interview progressed he indicated that he 
would like to use the computer in his Ecology course. He spoke of 
using the computer for "simulations and modeling of such things as 
preditor prey." He also stated that the Genetics course, which he 
does not teach, could also use simulation/modeling software. He 
also indicated that he didn't wish to take the time to hunt out this 
type of software and hoped somehow the College would make available 
to faculty lists of such software. 
When asked his personal attitude toward computers he responded 
that "I really haven't given it much thought." He did state that he 
felt that his department should be making a greater use of 
simulation/modeling programs and also statistical analysis 
programs. He claimed that biology students don't do as much 
statistical work as they should. 
He felt that he was not very computer knowledgeable having only 
taken two courses many years ago. What he would like of a computer 
literacy program would be to become aware of available software and 
how and where to run it. His particular areas of interest are in 
Genetics and Ecology simulation/modeling and in data analysis. He 
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did not express strong feelings regarding the times or settings of 
the program other than to suggest that he felt presenting the 
program during the academic year was preferable to summers. 
Person 2 
This person who, though she has taught Art at Worcester State 
College for many years, is still relatively young, and yet has 
decided to take an early retirement. She plans to begin on a brand 
new path of life with no real plans at this time. This interview 
was most enjoyable and resulted in a conversation that lasted over 
two hours. 
She had indicated on her survey that she would participate in a 
computer literacy program even though she anticipated no carry-over 
to the classroom. Yet during the interview she claimed that she 
would not use a computer and is determined never to use one. she 
steadfastly maintained this view. She said that she fears computers 
because "The person who controls the electricity controls the 
world. What happens when we can no longer add, read a book, or 
write a letter?" 
She told a facinating story of her strong spiritual orientation 
and her experiences in palm reading and astrology. She believes 
that the "flashing screens" of computers are detremental to one s 
health and well being. To illustrate her point regarding the effect 
of lights or color on the body, she conducted an experiment with a 
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student who happened by and the author. She instructed the author 
to extend his arm and hold it rigid. The student was told to try 
and pull it down and was not successful due to the author's 
resistence. The author then looked at a blue sheet of paper while 
the student again unsuccessfully tried to pull down his arm. When 
the author looked at a pink sheet of paper his arm offered little 
resistence and was easily pulled down by the student. Repeated 
attempts, changing the blue and the pink paper, yielded the same 
results. She then had the author concentrate on a hand held 
calculator rather than a colored sheet of paper and the result was 
the same as had occurred with the pink sheet. The arm offered 
little resistence and was easily lowered. She cites this apparent 
interrelationship between what is seen and how the body reacts, as a 
argument against computers which she feels may result in detremental 
physical manifestations. She expressed particular concern for 
people who work at terminals all day and for young people playing 
video games. 
She does not think of computer generated art as art and simply 
won't use a computer in her class or life. "It's OK for somebody 
else, not me." 
Person 3 
This interview also was lengthy and particularly enjoyable. The 
person interviewed is a fairly young faculty member in the 
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Management and Urban Studies department. The reason the interview 
was so enjoyable was that this was the only person interviewed who 
the author had never really met and spoken to before. Consequently, 
the interview resulting in getting to know this individual and also 
gaining a much better understanding of the Human Services area with 
which he is most involved. He felt that he was very lacking in a 
computer background and that it was important that he become more 
knowledgeable since "Human service people get involved with 
managerial matters and should know computer technology in business 
applications." He had taught high school English and Social Studies 
and had also worked as a counselor to delinquent youths prior to 
joining the faculty of Worcester State College. Although he 
describes his computer knowledgeability as "very little" he is 
personally favorably disposed toward them and views them as a 
positive force in his area. He also believes that the other faculty 
in his department share these feelings. 
It was interesting to note that although he is a Human Service s 
person his interest was in business oriented topics. As he 
explained, part of their program prepares Human Service's people to 
be prepared to act in managerial roles. He feels that although 
their graduate program is like an M.B.A. program, "Human Service 
types wouldn't fair well with M.B.A. types." Even though he 
indicated that he didn't anticipate a carry-over into the classroom 
of computer skills and/or knowledges, he stated, in the interview, 
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that he would want to become knowledgeable of Data Base software for 
the purpose of being able to do such things as "establishing a 
mailing list of agencies that can be selectively sorted for 
mailings. He also wants to know more about the computer's use in 
"marketing, budgeting, inventory control, and cost effectiveness." 
He mentioned that these were knowledges that his students need 
also. In addition, he expressed an interest in learning word 
processing and stated that he foresees using word processing to 
teach students to write more effectively. He is actively involved 
with the college's Alternative for Individual Development Program 
(A.I.D.) which is an educational assistence program for 
educationally, culturally and economically disadvantaged students. 
He felt that word processing techniques could be used with these 
particular students to help them to write more effectively. He 
stated that he would prefer a mixed group presentation, preferably 
during the summer. 
Person 4 
This History professor has taught at Worcester State College for 
the past eigthteen years. Prior to that he taught at a private 
Junior College. His reason for wanting to become more knowledgeable 
about computers is that so many other people are knowledgeable. He 
claims to currently have no knowledge of computers and feels that 
t in the teaching of History. He they have made very little impac 
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expressed some real concern about the effects of computers on 
society. "They scare me." He claims that there is too much 
information being gathered about people onto date bases and these 
data bases can be "cracked" as evidenced by the recent episodes of 
youngsters remotely accessing supposedly secure date bases. He sees 
a "potential for disaster." He feels that computers are also 
dehumanizing, citing how they "numerically identify people." 
Specifically, he stated how they adversely effected society by 
announcing political candidate winners prior to the California polls 
being closed. 
He would prefer that a computer literacy program by presented 
evenings and offer a general background, word processing, and a 
knowledge of available software. One specific topic of interest to 
him is "Quantitative History" which is a statistical analysis of 
historical materials. 
Person 5 
The last person to be interviewed from the "Would participate 
but anticipate no carry-over" group was a faculty member from the 
Arts and Humanities who teaches Theater. She expressed an interest 
in becomming knowledgeable about word processing and also acquiring 
a greater general knowledge of computers. She views her current 
knowledge as "nil". She had even considered buying a computer but 
didn't due to her confusion regarding what to buy and the expense of 
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computers. When discussing the impact of computers in her 
discipline she spoke of using the computer to stage lighting, 
analyze dance movements and simulate staging. She said that she 
felt that "The likelihood of our using computers for these 
activities in our department is as likely as the Physic's Department 
launching a man to the moon." She then spoke of the difficulties in 
acquiring monies to support the Theater program. She previously had 
taught at a Junior High School and another college prior to coming 
to Worcester State College. She expressed a very positive attitude 
toward computers even though she works in a "qualitative area while 
computers deal with quantitative." She indicated that she would 
prefer that a computer literacy program be held during the regular 
academic year rather than during intersession or summers. 
Group 3 Would participate in a computer literacy program and would 
anticipate a carry-over of acquired computer skills and/or 
knowledges into the classroom 
Person 1 
This faculty member is a senior member of the Biology Department 
who expressed an enthusiastic interest in becoming more computer 
knowledgeable. A former high school teacher, he expressed very 
positive attitudes toward the uses and impact of computers in his 
discipline. As he said "They are being used in medical labs and 
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hospitals everywhere." He expressed no particualar preference for a 
time or setting for a program but did indicate an interest in topics 
that are related to Microbiology. He has no desire to learn to 
program but wants to know what computer resources are available and 
how he can use them. He said that he has a son, daughter-in-law, 
and nephew all of whom are working in the computer industry. He 
spoke of a program that was written by a student for one of his 
classes years ago that particularly impressed him. He then got up 
from his desk, walked to a file cabinet and immediately extracted 
it. It was a BASIC program written five years earlier which could 
be used to identify eighteen common bacteria. The program was 
impressive, consisting of 264 lines of tight coding. This 
professor's ability to immediately locate a program written years 
earlier gives testimony to his sincere interest in this area. 
Person 2 
This person has been member of the Education Department for 
twelve years. She is somewhat knowledgeable about computers due in 
some measure to the fact that her husband is a corporate officer for 
a major computer manufacturer. Her personal attitude toward 
computers and toward their use in education is very positive. In 
addition to teaching Education courses, she also teaches English 
Composition and Creative Writing. She expressed a particular 
interst in learning Word Processing and LOGO. She spoke of the need 
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for the Education Department to establish a "Clearing house of 
available software" that could be used by she and other professors 
in their courses. She stressed the need to make prospective 
teachers aware of available courseware and how to run it. She saw 
no need for students to learn to program but rather felt that they 
should learn how to use the computer as an aid to supplement their 
instruction. She indicated a preference for having the program 
during the regular semester on Tuesday or Thursday afternoons since 
this time is not scheduled for classes. She also indicated a 
preference for having the program at the Computer Center in a 
computer lab allowing for hands-on experience. 
Person 3 
The next person of this group to be interviewed is a senior 
member of the English Department. He described his knowledge of 
computers as "total ignorance." His attitude toward computers in 
his discipline was very positive. He felt that the computer could 
be used in instructional support and that word processing would be 
particularly helpful in developing writing skills. He mentioned 
that one member of his department is currently using word processing 
in a journalism course. He spoke of using the computer to analyze 
text to detect errors in sentence structure, spelling, and so on. 
He has recently become responsible for managing the records within 
his department and because of this experience, he expressed an 
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interest in data base management systems which could assist him in 
record keeping. He indicated that the best time for a computer 
literacy program would be between late September and Thanksgiving of 
the fall semester. 
Person 4 
This professor is a member of the Communications Department and 
has some knowledge of computers. She currently uses an Apple 
Computer for word processing. She has both a personal and 
professional interest in acquiring a greater knowledge of 
computers. She believes that her department should be teaching 
their majors how to use computers to work with handicapped clients 
and also as a tool in doing research statistics. She specifically 
wants to learn how to use the computer to develop syntactic 
structures in children with speech and language problems; for 
example: to teach children to use the past tense or irregular 
plurals. "We deal with kids that can't complete thoughts and 
sentences." She spoke of the speech input/output technology that is 
emerging. She also mentioned again that communications disorders 
people do lots of statistics and could make good use of a computer 
for statistical analysis. Lastly, and surprisingly, she stated that 
she would like to learn LOGO for personal reasons. She felt that a 
program should not be scheduled during the regular semester since 
everyone is too busy. She suggested, instead, scheduling programs 
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during intersession or else immediately after spring semester and 
before summer classes begin. 
Person 5 
This person now teaches in the Management Department and is a 
regular user of computers. He previously taught in the Geography 
Department and used a computer with his classes to do graphic 
representations of demographic data. He personally enjoys working 
with computers and is concerned that the management students at 
Worcester State College are not getting sufficient exposure to 
business computer applications. "They are everywhere in business, 
therefore our students should be knowledgeable; faculty also." He 
feels that computers have their place. "It's easy to use them where 
they don't belong. They can't do everything or solve all problems. 
They should be used as a tool or aid." He wants to learn more about 
computers, particularly business applications and graphics. "I like 
working with them. There is no way I'll learn all there is to know 
but I'm interested." His teaching experience has all been at the 
collegiate level, having taught at one other college before his 
present position. He believes that for a computer literacy program 
to be successful in his department, the members must first be 
convinced that the program will be meaningful to them, else they 
won't take the time or effort to participate. He feels strongly 
that there should be computers at or very near the department 
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offices for their use and that this would be a preferred setting for 
a program. He would not recommend a best time saying that that is a 
real problem. He suggested the possibility of trying various 
times. His perception of his own computer knowledgeability was 
interesting. He divided his knowledge into two parts; technical and 
applied. "Technically, I am not knowledgeable, I can't program or 
fix machines and I don't want to learn. Application-wise, I'm 
pretty knowledgeable, although I never see myself writing 
application's programs." 
\ 
CHAPTER VI 
OUTCOMES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Limitations of the Study 
The study was conducted on a voluntary basis on one college 
campus and as such, will limit any generalizations that can be 
made. The faculty of the college tend to come from a localized area 
and have largely studied at local colleges and universities. This 
rather parochial background also discourages any generalization of 
the results. The questionnaire's results are not meant to infer 
conclusions, but rather are to serve as a set of guidelines for 
designing Worcester State College's Computer Literacy Program. 
However, this does not detract from the interest of the study within 
this setting, and the results should suggest areas for future 
research. 
Summary and Interpretation of Results 
The purpose of the study was to seek answers to the following 
questions: 
1. Would faculty members desire to participate in an on-campus 
Computer Literacy Program? 
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2. What computer knowledges and/or skills would faculty members 
want to acquire? 
3. How would faculty members want a Computer Literacy Program 
presented in terms of time, setting, and grouping? 
4. Would faculty members anticipate a carry-over into the 
classroom. If not, why not? 
The most important conclusion to be reached from this study is 
that higher education faculty, at least as represented at Worcester 
State College, do have a desire to become more computer 
knowledgeable. A second conclusion is that there is far more 
similarity than dissimilarity among different academic departments 
regarding what topics should be included and how they should be 
presented. The third general conclusion reached is that it is wise 
and necessary to lay a firm foundation of instructional support for 
a program such as this. 
The fact that 102 of the 174 faculty responded to the survey 
indicates widespread interest on the part of the faculty to be heard 
regarding a computer literacy program. Of those 102 respondants, 
ninety-eight indicated that they would participate in a program 
while only four indicated that they would not participate, showing 
an overwhelming positive interest. 
The first section of the survey "General Information" indicated 
that the majority of respondants do not use a computer personally or 
presently as part of their courses. The majority view themselves as 
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not knowledgeable about computers but do anticipate that if they 
became knowledgeable, there would be a carry-over into their 
classrooms. 
The data analysis of the second section of the survey "Suggested 
Topics" yielding the conclusions that there is a common high degree 
of interest in an "Initial background computer literacy session." 
There is also considerable interest in "Learning how computers can 
be used in the classroom." Learning "Word processing" ranked high 
on the list of preferences followed by "Learning to program the 
computer." Topics often included in traditional computer literacy 
programs such as "History of Computers", "Societal Issues and 
Implications of Computers", "Career Opportunities", and "Trends-The 
Future of Computers in Society" ranked low in preference. The 
conclusion is, faculty desire practical operational skills from a 
computer literacy program. 
The third section of the survey "Methods of Presentation" 
indicates a common, widespread desire for an informal type of 
presentation, made to a small groups of under ten in number. 
Grouping by academic discipline doesn't matter. They would prefer 
that the program to be given at the Computer Center with a hands-on 
format. The preference for times would be short courses during the 
regular academic year and compensation is not necessary. 
The comments made by faculty on the surveys indicate some 
specific areas of specialized interest among several departments. 
219 
There were many comments which were meant to encourage the 
implementation of a computer literacy program. The interviews also 
reinforced this apparent desire to get moving on this project soon. 
Thus the generalized conclusions that, 1) there is interest in such 
a program and 2) the interests of faculty regarding a computer 
literacy program from different disciplines tend to be more similar 
that dissimilar. The final conclusion, as previously stated, is 
that the initial groundwork in establishing administrative support 
for such a program is crucial. 
Results of an Initial Computer Literacy Effort 
Fall 1983 - Spring 1984 Sessions 
During the 1983 Fall term, a decision was made by the author to 
present a pilot computer literacy program to one department. The 
department that was selected was Education. This particular 
department was selected for two reasons; first, the author is a 
member of the department and felt knowledgeable and comfortable with 
the subject area; and secondly, there has been a desire among the 
department and the administration to integrate computer topics, as 
they relate to education, into the department's curriculum. Having 
reviewed the department's reponses to the survey (Appendix L) and 
having spoken to several members of the d'partment, the decision was 
220 
made to offer the computer literacy program on Thursday afternoons 
from 2:30 P.M. to 4:00 P.M. in the microcomputer room located at the 
college's Computer Center. This time and place selection was 
consistent with the preferences stated on the surveys. 
At the first meeting, a brief discussion was held regarding 
those topics which had been selected by the Education Department as 
being of the most interest to them. These topics consisted of, 
"What Computers Can/Can't Do," "How to Use a Computer," "Word 
Processing," "Familiarity With How Computers are Programmed," and 
"Uses of the Computer in the Classroom." The Education faculty, 
however, indicated a strong desire to learn LOGO. This preference 
apparently was a result of publicity that this language had recently 
received in educational journals. Therefore, LOGO became the next 
topic. Each of the six participants worked at their own Apple lie 
computer. Prior to beginning the presentation of LOGO, the 
procedures for loading a diskette and powering up the computer were 
explained. This was followed by each participant going through the 
"Apple Presents Apple" diskette provided by Apple Computer. This 
diskette serves as an interesting and informative introduction to 
the Apple lie computer. 
Each participant was provided with a diskette copy of an early 
non-commercial version of LOGO and the appropriate manual. At each 
session, the author provided a short introduction to the new subject 
matter likely to be covered during that session and demonstrated 
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examples of the procedures to be used. The participants then worked 
individually, at there own pace, on the Apples. The author was 
available to answer questions and to provide help. Since the 
program was started at mid-term, only six sessions were held. The 
sessions appeared to be informative and interesting to the 
participants. They were each asked their reaction to the program in 
terms of its content and presentation, and they responded 
favorably. They indicated a desire to do some more LOGO to be 
followed by a review of educational software that is currently in 
use in elementary schools. It was decided to continue the program 
of LOGO at the same time and place resuming the second week of the 
Spring 1984 semester. 
The same group met again during the spring semester, and a 
problem that soon arose was the irregular attendance of the 
participants. The 2:30 P.M. to 4:00 P.M. time block on Tuesdays and 
Thursdays is unscheduled and can be used for meetings. By the 
fourth meeting it became obvious that this time block was not 
consistently available to faculty, due in great part to a series of 
meetings scheduled to discuss a departmental merger. A discussion 
was held regarding whether or not the program should be continued or 
rescheduled. The decision was made to terminate the Thursday 
afternoon sessions and set up another time. It was later agreed to 
schedule two full day sessions on the last two days of the academic 
year. These days are two of ten set aside for final examinations 
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and no one in the department had final examinations scheduled during 
these two days. 
The author interviewed each of the participants to solicite 
their comments and suggestions regarding the program. 
Faculty Comments 
Person 1 
One faculty member apologized for missing the Thursday sessions 
during the Spring term but explained that it had to due with some 
transportation difficulties. When asked what she thought of the 
program thus far, she responded "I loved it." 
Person 2 
This faculty member stated that the Fall sessions in LOGO were 
good but that the Spring sessions were "chopped up - fragmented" by 
the other meetings scheduled, particularly the departmental merger 
meetings. She felt that it would be better to present the program 
in a larger block of time, perhaps two weeks during the summer 
months. She expressed an interest in staying with one topic until 
it is understood in depth. The topics that she suggested were 
BASIC, LOGO, PILOT and evaluating courseware. She preferred that 
the session be "structured" and "run like a course." When asked if 
she felt that many faculty would participate in a summer program, 
she responded, "Don't worry about attendance; if only a few show, 
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they are the interested people. Its always like this." 
Person 3 
A third participant said that she particularly liked the LOGO 
sessions even though she only attended one session during the Spring 
term. She said that she felt that it was essential to know LOGO and 
also to know how to evaluate software. She favored the hands-on 
approach and recounted a bad experience that she had previously had 
in a one week computer course that was lecture oriented. She said 
that she prefers to read the course materials after she has had an 
opportunity to experiment with them on the computer. When asked her 
overall reaction to the program thus far she responded "It was 
great." 
Person 4 
Another faculty member felt that the program was "clear, 
non-threatening and anxiety free." She expressed a desire to have a 
one week session consisting of half days. She felt that a two week 
program would be too long but she also indicated her own inability 
to name a time that would best fit her schedule. She asked that the 
hands-on approach be continued and stated that there should be an 
emphasis on the advantages of computer education which she felt 
were; accountability and better use of time. 
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Person 5 
This fifth individual felt that LOGO had given her a greater 
awareness of the use of computers in education but felt that this 
initial exposure only pointed out her need for more knowledge. She 
suggested that the topics that should be covered next are evaluating 
software, word processing, and authoring languages. She suggested a 
two day program at the end of the Spring semester. This suggestion 
was proven to be popular with other members of the department and 
resulted in the scheduling of the two day program during the last 
two days of scheduled final examinations. 
Person 6 
The last faculty member interviewed was very enthusiastic about 
the program. She had expressed an earlier interest in computers and 
the author had previously worked with her, directing her study and 
serving as a resource person. As a result of her exposure to 
computers in education, she has begun to introduce LOGO and some 
elementary school courseware into several of her courses. She 
spends a considerable amount of her own time working in this area. 
She has been granted a sabbatical leave next year to plan for the 
use of computers in the elementary education curriculum. Her 
comments were very positive consisting of "It was great, I enjoyed 
it." The program was "in-depth and goal specific." She liked the 
small group hands-on approach which resulted in her feeling so 
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comfortable with the computer that she is now considering buying one 
for herself. She expressed an interest in courseware evaluation, 
word processing and authoring languages. 
Two Day Session 
During the Spring 1984 semester, the author was able to begin to 
build a base of educational courseware for the Education 
Department. The courseware consisted of some which was purchased, 
some on loan, or for review, and some borrowed. In addition, each 
member of the department was given copies of three phamplets 
purchased from the Northeast Regional Exchange (NEREX) of 101 Mill 
Road, Chelmsford, Ma., 01824. These phamplets consisted of (1) 
Computer Literacy : An Introduction published by the University of 
the State of New York, The State Education Department, Center for 
Learning Technologies, Albany, N.Y., 12234, 1983, (2) Microcomputers 
in Education : An Introduction by Adeline Naiman, NEREX, 1982 and 
(3) Evaluation of Educational Software : A Guide to Guides, edited 
by Nancy Baker Jones and Larry Vaughan, NEREX, 1983. Lastly, each 
department member was given a copy of Introduction to Computer-Based 
Education which was provided free from Digital Equipment 
Corporation, Education Computer Systems, MRD3-2/E11, 2 Iron Way, 
Marlborough, Ma., 01752. 
These four resources provide an informative introduction into 
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the topic of computers in education. The Evaluation of Educational 
Software : A Guide to Guides discusses the issue of evaluating 
courseware and presents ten evaluative instruments used by 
nationally recognized groups. 
The most recent session of the Education Department's Computer 
Literacy Program met on the last two days of Spring final 
examinations from 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. with a break for lunch. 
The session was held in the same microcomputer room located at the 
college's Computer Center. Seven faculty members participated. 
They consisted of five of the original six and two new faculty. 
Prior to the start of each session, the author had set up all of the 
available software and reference materials and briefly explained 
them. 
The morning of the first session was spent with each participant 
reviewing the courseware of their choice. They recognized many of 
the names of the programs and displayed considerable enthusiasm in 
both positive and negative comments regarding the materials they 
reviewed. During the afternoon session, they all expressed a desire 
to do Bank Street Writer, an easy to understand word processing 
program. The author first demonstrated its use and then each 
participant spent the rest of the day working with it. The 
enthusiasm for this program was particularly high. The second day, 
both morning and afternoon, consisted of reviewing more educational 
software. At the end of the second day, each of the seven 
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participants was asked to write an unsigned evaluation of the two 
day program considering specifically the content, format, time and 
setting. It should be noted that the microcomputer room was quite 
cold due to an ongoing problem in attempting to maintain a correct 
temperature in the entire building. This will be reflected in 
several comments. 
Faculty Comments 
Person 1 
Content 
Format 
Time 
Setting 
"Most informative and comprehensive 
"Excellent" 
"Terrific - no academic responsibilities hanging over our 
heads" 
"Ideal but a heated environment would be more comfortable" 
Person 2 
Content "Word processing quite helpful. Look forward to reviewing 
more program software" 
Format "Good" 
Time "Workshop at end of semester is best time" 
"Better if in separate room but certainly adequate Setting 
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Person 3 
Content "Great - loved Bank Street Writer" 
Format "Liked the bit more structure - enjoyed having one 
computer/person" 
Time "Enjoyed the three hour sessions entirely devoted to 
Setting 
workshop topic" 
"Fine (I had my sweater) 
Person A 
Content "Relevent material" 
Format "Great 'hands-on' workshop" 
Time "Very appropriate" 
Setting "Glad to have an opportunity to explore the computer 
rooms" 
Person 5 
Content "Excellent" 
Format "Excellent" 
Time "Excellent" 
Setting "Excellent" 
Person 6 
This faculty member stated, "I feel that the content was very 
appropriate and will prove useful. I liked the idea of hands-on 
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because you learn more quickly and are able to make the needed 
corrections. Time and setting were perfect for me." 
Person 7 
The response received from this last individual was particularly 
gratifying. "I really enjoyed these two days of workshops. I stayed 
today until 4:45 P.M. I know that you worked very hard to prepare 
for these two days, and I appreciate your hard work and your expert 
teaching. The resource material was overwhelming and challenging. 
I feel that the material met our varied interests and ability 
levels, allowed us to select, and to proceed at our own pace. The 
heterogeneous group of all ability levels provided favorable 
interaction. Worcester State College is fortunate to have such a 
well established computer center and I know that did not just 
happen. The setting was excellent - quiet, sufficie tly equipped, 
comfortable, well lit. You organized the material well - by 
groupings on the table to allow for perusal and selection. The 
course format was great - moving from structured to less 
structured. Each of us could work in depth in any area(s) we wanted 
- software review, word processing, LOGO. I really feel comfortable 
with the computer now. I've passed on the expert teaching you 
mode led." 
She then named the specific courses into which she has 
introduced computer topics claiming that they have been well 
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received by students. 
She concluded by saying "Know that all your time and work for us 
has been fruitful, and has helped many individuals. A special 
personal thanks for teaching me a new life skill and for making the 
'83-'84 academic year such a super learning experience" 
Directions for the Future 
As a result of the experience of presenting a computer literacy 
workshop to the Education Department this past year, the author has 
concluded that future sessions should continue to be held in the 
microcomputer room with small (under 10) groups of participants who 
have an opportunity for considerable hands-on experience. It has 
become apparent that there is no one "best" or "preferred" time to 
schedule a computer literacy program. However, it does appear that 
intensive sessions consisting of a full day or two of study of one 
topic is preferable to longer, more drawn out approaches. 
Therefore, the author plans to offer, hopefully with the help of 
other knowledgeable faculty, a variety of single topic sessions 
determined from the survey and interview results. These sessions 
will be presented in time blocks of several full or half days 
scattered throughout the calendar year. These workshops will be 
open to all faculty. They will be asked to evaluate the workshops 
and to suggest topics and times for subsequent sessions. The 
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interest of faculty in such a program has been demonstrated, the 
specific subject areas of interest have been identified, an 
acceptable setting and format has been determined, leaving the one 
problem of time scheduling. 
Although this study was conducted on one campus and as such has 
specific meaning for that setting, many of the insights gained 
through this study are transferrable to other colleges and 
universities. Specifically, other institutions of higher education 
are encouraged to actively involve their administration and faculty 
in the planning of a computer literacy program. Another researcher 
may wish to use this survey model or some variation thereof to 
survey a larger, more diverse sampling, in order *'o acquire data 
whose analysis can be more generalized. Also, a researcher may wish 
to implement the model in a different setting using pre-test, 
post-test data and/or experimental-control group techniques to 
analyze the model's effectiveness. 
Other colleges could, however, use the results of the Worcester 
State College experience directly to guide them in establishing a 
computer literacy program. The program should be coordinated by one 
individual who would meet with members of the administration and 
faculty to solicite their support and suggestions. These meetings 
should emphasize the voluntary aspect of the program and perhaps 
begin with the highestranking or most concerned member of the 
administration (this may differ of course from one institution to 
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another). In addition to key administrators, the faculty union 
officers, and departmental chairpersons should be consulted to 
ensure their support and to seek their consultation. Having 
established institutional support for a faculty computer literacy 
effort, the next step is to select topics and schedule times. The 
topics can consist of those most favored by the Worcester State 
College faculty. The topics, in their rank order of expressed 
interest by faculty, are presented in Appendix F. 
The survey indicated that the faculty have no preference 
regarding whether a training group consist of participants from an 
individual department or consist of faculty from various 
departments. It would be easier to schedule multiple sections for 
the presentation of each topic drawing from a mixture of faculty 
rather than trying to focus on individual department meetings. The 
groupings should be small consisting of ten or fewer individuals and 
the presentation should be made at a computer center or some other 
area were the faculty can have a hands-on experience. The sessions 
should be scheduled in half day or full day blocks of time with 
multiple sessions of the same topic scheduled during regular class 
times, on weekends, between semesters and during the summer months. 
This multiple, varied scheduling allows faculty to find times that 
fit their schedules. 
The five topics of greatest interest to the Worcester State 
College faculty are; 
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1. How to Use a Computer 
2. A General Background Computer Literacy Session 
3. Uses of the Computer in the Classroom 
4. Computer Assisted Instruction 
5. Word Processing 
A description of a series of four workshops which would address 
these interests follows. It is assumed that the workshops are 
scheduled in half day blocks of time at a location containing 
sufficient Apple lie microcomputers so that two faculty members can 
work together at one microcomputer. The selection of the Apple lie 
is for the purpose of discussion only since any number of different 
manufacturer's equipment could be used. The sharing of one 
microcomputer by two faculty members is deliberate. In the course 
of having taught regular computer based courses as well as having 
conducted computer workshops, the author, through course evaluations 
by participants, has determined that participants prefer to work at 
the computer in pairs rather than individually or in larger 
groupings. 
WORKSHOP I 
This workshop introduces the participant to the computer. Each 
participant should be given a System Master diskette, a blank 
diskette and an "Apple Presents Apple" diskette. The presenter 
should briefly explain, using a chalkboard, the four elements of a 
computer. These four elements; input, output, processor and storage 
should be related specifically to the Apple lie microcomputer. The 
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presenter should then demonstrate how to power up the computer and 
load in a diskette. The participants should then load in the "Apple 
Presents Apple" diskette and work their way through the program. 
This type of program, which most manufacturers provide, gives an 
easily understood introduction to computers. This usually takes 
about forty-five minutes. The author believes that some knowledge 
of how computers are programmed is desirable and this area 
constitutes the latter part of the first workshop. The participants 
should be led through the "initializing" of their blank diskette and 
a brief explanation of what is occurring should be given. The 
participants should then be given a printed handout containing a 
short BASIC program such as the following. 
10 C = C + 1 
20 PRINT "JOHN SMITH" 
30 PRINT "45 MAIN STREET" 
40 PRINT "ANYTOWN U.S.A." 
50 IF C = 5 THEN 70 
60 GO TO 10 
70 END 
The participants should type this program into the Apple lie and 
then "list" it and "run" it. They should then modify the program, 
altering the PRINT statements, changing the counts and introducing 
some spacing, repeatedly "listing" and "running the revised 
programs. They should be given a brief handout explaining the 
functions of the commands; CATALOG, INIT, SAVE, DELETE, RENAME, 
LOAD, RUN, NEW, LOCK, UNLOCK and PR#_ for printing. They should be 
guided through these functions as they interact with the original 
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and revised programs. Depending on the time remaining, they should 
attempt to write a BASIC program on their own. A listing of 
available texts which teach BASIC should also be provided. 
WORKSHOP II 
The second workshop begins with a review of the material from 
the first workshop and then continues with a more in-depth 
development of the notion of programming using the language BASIC. 
The purpose of developing a greater awareness of programming is two 
fold. Firstly, the participants will develop a notion of what 
programming is and secondly, they will be better able to 
conceptualize how a Computer Assisted Instruction program has been 
designed. The purpose of this exercise is to have the participant 
develop a "reading" knowledge of programming as opposed to a 
"writing" knowledge of programming. This is analagous to being able 
to read a foreign language while not having sufficient knowledge to 
be able to write original text in the foreign language. The 
participants should have an initialized diskette and be given a copy 
of the following program which should then be typed in, listed,run 
and saved by the participants. 
10 PRINT "HI, PLEASE TYPE IN YOUR NAME" 
20 INPUT N$ 
30 PRINT "THIS PROGRAM FINDS THE AREA OF ANY TRIANGLE ";N$ 
40 PRINT "DO YOU WISH TO CONTINUE? TYPE IN YES OR NO 
50 INPUT R$ 
60 IF R$ = "YES" THEN 100 
70 IF R$ = "NO" THEN 200 
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80 PRINT "YOU MUST TYPE IN THE WORD YES OR NO. PLEASE TRY AGAIN" 
90 GO TO 40 
100 PRINT "TYPE IN THE LENGTH OF THE BASE OF THE TRIANGLE" 
110 INPUT B 
120 PRINT "TYPE IN THE LENGTH OF THE HEIGHT OF THE TRIANGLE" 
130 INPUT H 
140 A = (B*H)/2 
150 PRINT "BASE","HEIGHT","AREA" 
160 PRINT B,H,A 
170 PRINT 
180 PRINT 
190 GO TO 40 
200 PRINT "THANKS FOR TALKING WITH ME ";N$;". SEE YOU NEXT TIME" 
210 END 
A non—technica1 explanation of the logic of this program should 
be presented emphasizing the ability to personalize a program and 
make it friendly and helpful through the use of PRINT statements and 
branching techniques. This program can also be modified and saved 
using the techniques learned in the first workshop. The presenter 
should avoid discussing more advanced techniques of programming such 
as dimensioning, subscripted variables, matrices and so on since 
these topics can intimidate the new learner and negate any positive 
attitudes thus far achieved. 
Having established some understandings of what computers are and 
how they work, the remainder of the second workshop can be spent on 
the uses of the computer in the classroom. Copies of each of the 
following three phamplets should be given to each participant for 
their personal reference. These should be read after the second 
workshop and prior to the third workshop. Two of the phamplets can 
be purchased from the Northeast Regional Exchange (NEREX) of 101 
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Mill Road, Chelmsford, Ma, 01824. These phamplets consisted of 
Microcomputers in Education : An Introduction by Adeline Naiman, 
NEREX, 1982 and Evaluation of Educational Software ; A Guide to 
Guides, edited by Nancy Baker Jones and Larry Vaughan, NEREX, 1983. 
Each participant should also be given a copy of Introduction to 
Computer-Based Education which can be obtained free from Digital 
Equipment Corporation, Education Computer Systems, MRD3-2/E11, 2 
Iron Way, Marlborough, Ma., 01752. 
At this time the presenter can briefly explain the three areas 
of computer usage in education i.e., research, administration and 
instruction. The instruction area can be elaborated upon with an 
explanation of the three catagories of Computer Assisted Instruction 
(C.A.I.) which consist of tutorials, simulations and discovery 
learning. The presenter should have previously gathered together as 
much courseware as possible for the participants to review. The 
latter part of Workshop II should be spent reviewing sample 
courseware. The participants should be encouraged to read the three 
phamplets and the available courseware should be made readily 
accessible to any faculty member for their review at their 
convenience. This courseware should demonstrate the tutorial and 
simulation aspects of C.A.I* 
WORKSHOP III 
Workshop III will consist of an introduction to the language 
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LOGO resulting in the participants experiencing "discovery 
learning." A handout sheet containing the initial LOGO commands and 
some examples of LOGO instructions that produced designs should be 
provided to the participants. While the participants follow along 
at their microcomputers, the presenter guides them through the 
command set up to and including the REPEAT command. The 
participants should then be asked to draw a house with a square 
frame and a triangular roof. The difficulties of forming a 
correctly fitting roof soon become apparent. The presenter must 
avoid the temptation to intercede and help the participants. 
Rather, let them learn by doing. It is important that in all 
aspects of the participant's interaction with the computer, that 
they be allowed the opportunity to analyze and correct their own 
mistakes with a minimum of instructional intervention. The last 
part of this workshop should be spent on defining LOGO procedures. 
WORKSHOP IV 
This workshop constitutes the last of the basic set of 
workshops. The topic is Word Processing. Word processing can be 
presented most easily using a program such as Bank Street Writer 
which is quickly and easily mastered. However, it has been the 
author's experience that faculty can, in one session, learn the 
basics of Apple Writer II. The participant needs the Apple Writer 
II diskette, an initialized diskette, a brief description of the 
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command set such as provided by the Apple Writer II "help" command, 
and an Apple Writer II Tutorial which is the Appendix A of the Apple 
Writer II manual. With these materials the participant should be 
able to go through the tutorial almost unassisted thus acquiring a 
working knowledge of word processing. 
After each of the workshops, the presenter should ask for an 
evaluation of its effectiveness, recommendations for change and 
recommendations for future workshops. From these four beginning 
workshops, a series of other workshops can be established consisting 
of different topics or greater elaboration on previously presented 
topic s. 
As faculty members become more computer knowledgable, they 
presumedly will share these newly acquired understandings with their 
students. Thus the computer literacy effort yields benefits beyond 
the immediate goals of making faculty members more computer 
knowledgable. It extends, through them, to their students as well. 
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appendix a 
Sources of Instructional Software 
Conduit, P.0. Box 388, Iowa City, IA 52240, 
Phone (319) 353-5789, James W. Johnson, Director. 
This organization has become "a reliable source for computer-based 
instructional materials that are reviewed, well documented, 
programmed for ease of transfer and kept up to date," has a 
continuing research study under way to find ways to make 
instructional computing more effective and more widely useable," 
and serves as a source of information about the use of computers in 
higher education. 
Educom, P.0. Box 364, Rosedale Road, Princeton, NJ 08540, 
Phone (609) 921-7575, James C. Emery, President. 
This is a non-profit educational corporation founded in 1964 to 
"promote the most effective use of computing and other technology in 
higher education." It has "more than 270 college and university 
campuses" as members. Educom conducts research and development 
activities in various fields within higher education. 
Cause, 737 29th Street, Boulder, CO 80303, 
Phone (303) 492-7353, Charles R. Thomas, Executive Director. 
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This is known also as "The Professional Association for Development, 
Use and Management of Information Systems in Higher Education" and 
includes more than 1000 members on 450 campuses in the U.S. and 
Canada. 
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS), 
P.0. Box Drawer P, Boulder, CO 80302 
Phone (303) 492-7264, Ben Lawrence, Executive Director. 
This is an "independent, non-profit organization working to improve 
planning and management in post-secondary education" and evolved 
from a cooperative effort started in 1968 by several educational 
leaders and administrators in the western states. 
Association for the Development of Computer-Based Instruction 
Systems (ADCIS), Computer Center, Western Washington University, 
Bellingham, WA 98225, 
Phone (206) 676-2860, Joan Lauer Hayes, Secretary-Treasurer. 
This is a not-for-profit organization interested primarily in 
computer-bases instruction (CAI) and/or management (CMI) and has 
nearly 900 members in elementary and secondary schools, colleges and 
universities, business and industry and military and government 
agencies. 
Association for Educational Communications & Technology (AECT), 
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Sixteenth Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20036. 
Established in 1923, this organization has more than 20,000 members 
and subscribers, is organized into eight divisions, has 10 national 
affiliates, 55 state affiliates and more than 30 committees and task 
forces. 
Association for Educational Data Systems (AEDS) 
1201 Sixteenth Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20036 
Phone (202) 833-4100, Shirley Eastwood, Execut ive Secretary. 
This is a private, not-for-profit international educational 
organization founded in 1962 by educators and technical specialists 
in the field of educational applications of computers and 
technology. The aim of the organization is to exchange ideas and 
information about the relationship of modern technology to education. 
The Association for Computing Machinery (ACM), is the world's 
largest educational and scientific society for computing profes¬ 
sionals. There are a large number of groups in ACM such as SIGCUE 
(Special Interest Group on Computer Uses in Education). SIGCSE 
3 
(Special Interest Group on Computer Science Education), and ES 
(Elementary and Secondary School Subcommittee of the Educaton 
Board). ACM Chapters are a vehicle for providing their local 
community with information and services regarding their ACM 
activities. 
APPENDIX B 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME : 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5_ 6-10_ 11-15_ 16-20 _ OVER_ 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES_ NO_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES_ NO 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES_ NO_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_ NO_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
History of computers 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Computer terminology 
What computers can/can't do 
How to use a computer 
Business applications 
Playing computer games 
Career opportunities 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Computer managed instruction 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Use of the computer in advising 
Word processing 
Different types of computers 
Types of data entry/information response 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Learn to program 
Micro-Home computers 
Videodisk and computers 
Communication links through computer 
Artificial intelligence 
Graphics 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Any other topics of interest to you 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal_ Informal_ 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10)_ Small Group (under 10) 
Individual 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline_ 
Multi Discipline Doesn't Matter 
Hands On_ Demonstration_ 
Lecture/Discussion_ Field Trip_ 
Classroom_ Prof's Office_ 
Computer Center_ Other_ Explain_ 
Informal meeting_ 
Short course during academic year_ 
Short evening course during academic year_ 
Seminar between regular semesters_ 
Long courses during summer_ 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily_ 
Yes, financially_ 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load_ 
Yes, Other_ Explain 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
6. Time s: 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX C 
Chi Squares by Department 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
CHI SQUARES 
BY DEPARTMENT 
NAME 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT 
.0905 TOTAL YEARS TEACHING 
.0900 DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER 
.0006 DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE 
.0023 YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY 
.5735 WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER 
STATE COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
.3449 WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED 
COMPUTER SKILLS AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLA 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from I through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
CHI SQUARES 
BY DEPARTMENT 
.5860 
.0161 
.5209 
. 7979 
.8633 
.3908 
.1045 
.7723 
.2749 
.7681 
.8897 
.7491 
.8274 
.6787 
.4993 
.0213 
.5240 
.0855 
.4080 
.1480 
.5577 
.2703 
.0337 
.0422 
.1915 
. 7382 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
History of computers 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Computer terminology 
What computers can/can't do 
How to use a computer 
Business applications 
Playing computer games 
Career opportunities 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Computer managed instruction 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Use of the computer in advising 
Word processing 
Different types of computers 
Types of data entry/information response 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Learn to program 
Micro-Home computers 
Videodisk and computers 
Communication links through computer 
Artificial intelligence 
Graphics 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Any other topics of interest to you 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
CHI SQUARES BY DEPARTMENT 
1. Type of presentation: Formal .6955 Informal .0764 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) .8078 
Small Group (under 10) .8167 Individual .3527 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline .2762 
Multi Discipline .1435 Doesn't Matter .8695 
Hands On .0308 Demonstration .2355 
Lecture/Discussion .7856 Field Trip .3941 
Classroom .4837 Prof's Office .2932 
Computer Center .2747 Other .3548 Explain 
Informal meeting .8424 
Short course during academic year .3801 
Short evening course during academic year .8467 
Seminar between regular semesters .0871 
Long courses during summer .9466 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily »0616 
Yes, financially .5372 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load .5737 
Yes, Other .5689 Explain 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
6. Times: 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX D 
Median Scores of Responses 
II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from I through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
MEDIAN SCORE 
OF RESPONSES 
1.194 A general background Computer Literacy Session. 1 2 
3.435 History of computers 1 2 
2.630 Societal issues and implications of the computer 1 2 
1.429 Computer terminology 1 2 
1.297 What computers can/can't do 12 
1.115 How to use a computer 1 2 
2.911 Business applications 1 2 
3.607 Playing computer games 1 2 
2.725 Career opportunities 1 2 
1.250 Uses of the computer in the classroom 1 2 
1.254 Computer assisted instruction 1 2 
1.476 Computer managed instruction 1 2 
1.337 Existing computer instructional materials 1 2 
1.828 Writing your own computer instructional materials 1 2 
2.560 Use of the computer in advising 1 2 
1.293 Word processing 1 2 
2.081 Different types of computers 1 2 
1.750 Types of data entry/information response 1 2 
1.660 Familiarity with how computers are programmed 1 2 
1.900 Learn to program 1 2 
1.983 Micro-Home computers 1 2 
2.429 Videodisk and computers 1 2 
1.955 Communication links through computer 1 2 
2.750 Artificial intelligence 1 2 
2.308 Graphics 1 2 
2.672 Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 1 2 
Any other topics of interest to you 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
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appendix e 
Rank of Median Scores 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
RANK OF MEDIAN 
SCORE OF RESPONSE 
RANK 
2 
25 
20 
8 
6 
1 
24 
26 
22 
3 
4 
9 
7 
12 
19 
5 
16 
11 
10 
13 
15 
18 
14 
23 
17 
21 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
History of computers 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Computer terminology 
What computers can/can't do 
How to use a computer 
Business applications 
Playing computer games 
Career opportunities 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Computer managed instruction 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Use of the computer in advising 
Word processing 
Different types of computers 
Types of data entry/information response 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Learn to program 
Micro-Home computers 
Videodisk and computers 
Communication links through computer 
Artificial intelligence 
Graphics 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Any other topics of interest to you 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX F 
Rank Order of Median Scores 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
RANK ORDER OF MEDIAN 
SCORE OF RESPONSE 
RANK 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
How to use a computer 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Word processing 
What computers can/can't do 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Computer terminology 
Computer managed instruction 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Types of data entry/information response 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Learn to program 
Communication links through computer 
Micro-Home computers 
Different types of computers 
Graphics 
Videodisk and computers 
Use of the computer in advising 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Career opportunities 
Artificial intelligence 
Business applications 
History of computers 
Playing computer games 
Any other topics of interest to you 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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appendix g 
Squares by First Set of Collapsed Data Grouped 
Math-Science, Professional Studies, Liberal Arts 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
CHI SQUARES 
BY DEPARTMENT 
NAME 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT 
.0311 TOTAL YEARS TEACHING 
.0084 DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER 
.0004 DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE 
.0025 YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY 
.7808 WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER 
STATE COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
.2821 WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED 
COMPUTER SKILLS AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
CHI SQUARES 
BY DEPARTMENT 
.0748 
.2054 
. 7005 
.5697 
.5848 
.0121 
.0529 
.6572 
.6745 
.6498 
.7158 
.0196 
.1851 
.7921 
.1465 
.3341 
. 7413 
.1322 
.6002 
.5565 
.6601 
.0223 
.2070 
.0980 
.4248 
.5590 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
History of computers 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 
Computer terminology 
What computers can/can't do 
How to use a computer 
Business applications 
Playing computer games 
Career opportunities 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 
Computer assisted instruction 
Computer managed instruction 
Existing computer instructional materials 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 
Use of the computer in advising 
Word processing 
Different types of computers 
Types of data entry/information response 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Learn to program 
Micro-Home computers 
Videodisk and computers 
Communication links through computer 
Artificial intelligence 
Graphics 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
Any other topics of interest to you 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
CHI SQUARES BY DEPARTMENT 
1. Type of presentation: Formal .9006 Informal .8292 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) .8772 
Small Group (under 10) .9861 Individual .1535 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline .7383 
Multi Discipline .9143 Doesn't Matter .7414 
4. Format: Hands On .8976 Demonstration .4739 
Lecture/Discussion .5613 Field Trip .2058 
5. Setting: Classroom .8128 Prof's Office .7987 
Computer Center .1353 Other .3462 Explain 
6.Times: Informal meeting .8506 
Short course during academic year .1848 
Short evening course during academic year .6313 
Seminar between regular semesters .0126 
Long courses during summer .9350 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily «9805 
Yes, financially .4542 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load .5246 
Yes, Other .3252 Explain 
Optional comments 
APPENDIX H 
Chi Squares by Second Set of Collapsed Data Grouped 
Limited Use, Emerging Use, Established Use 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
!• GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
CHI SQUARES 
BY DEPARTMENT 
NAME 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT 
.0754 TOTAL YEARS TEACHING 
.0091 DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER 
.0000 DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE 
.0049 YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY 
.8976 WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER 
STATE COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
.3210 WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED 
COMPUTER SKILLS AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from I through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
CHI SQUARES 
BY DEPARTMENT 
.0304 A general background Computer Literacy Session. 1 2 3 4 5 
.3745 History of computers 1 2 3 4 5 
.2115 Societal issues and implications of the computer 1 2 3 4 5 
.1894 Computer terminology 1 2 3 4 5 
.3367 What computers can/can't do 1 2 3 4 5 
.0543 How to use a computer 1 2 3 4 5 
. 1211 Business applications 1 2 3 4 5 
.8299 Playing computer games 1 2 3 4 5 
.2206 Career opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 
.3020 Uses of the computer in the classroom 1 2 3 4 5 
.6062 Computer assisted instruction 1 2 3 4 5 
.0649 Computer managed instruction 1 2 3 4 5 
.3989 Existing computer instructional materials 1 2 3 4 5 
.1952 Writing your own computer instructional materials 1 2 3 4 5 
.0885 Use of the computer in advising 1 2 3 4 5 
.0283 Word processing 1 2 3 4 5 
.1390 Different types of computers 1 2 3 4 5 
.0750 Types of data entry/information response 1 2 3 4 5 
.0058 Familiarity with how computers are programmed 1 2 3 4 5 
.0131 Learn to program 1 2 3 4 5 
.2277 Micro-Home computers 1 2 3 4 5 
.2261 Videodisk and computers 1 2 
3 4 5 
.4148 Communication links through computer 1 2 3 4 5 
.0657 Artificial intelligence 1 2 
3 4 5 
.1673 Graphics 1 2 3 4 5 
.2358 Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
1 2 3 4 5 
Any other topics of interest to you 
268 
III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
CHI SQUARES BY DEPARTMENT 
1. Type of presentation: Formal .8601 Informal .8137 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) .3470 
Small Group (under 10) .8106 Individual .4328 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline .7872 
Multi Discipline .8335 Doesn't Matter .4143 
4. Format: Hands On .2705 Demonstration .9736 
Lecture/Discussion .6098 Field Trip .5542 
5. Setting: Classroom .8366 Prof's Office .3322 
Computer Center .2114 Other .3681 Explain 
6. Times: Informal meeting .9087 
Short course during academic year .5728 
Short evening course during academic year .8053 
Seminar between regular semesters .0279 
Long courses during summer .9299 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily .2108 
Yes, financially .4845 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load .3960 
Yes, Other .2934 Explain 
Optional comments 
APPENDIX I 
Social and Behavioral Sciences Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 0 6-10 1 11-15 3 16-20 _1_ OVER 6 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES_1_ NO U 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 0 NO 12 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 1 SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_2_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE V 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 11 NO_1_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_8_ NO_2_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 5 
History of computers 3 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 3 
Computer terminology 7 
What computers can/can't do 6 
How to use a computer 6 
Business applications 0 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 1 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 6 
Computer assisted instruction 6 
Computer managed instruction 3 
Existing computer instructional materials 4 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 3 
Use of the computer in advising 1 
Word processing 4 
Different types of computers 3 
Types of data entry/information response 4 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 3 
Learn to program 4 
Micro-Home computers 3 
Videodisk and computers 3 
Communication links through computer 2 
Artificial intelligence 1 
Graphics 3 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 3 
2 
0 
2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
5 
3 
6 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
2 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 2 
3 4 5 
0 1 1 
2 2 3 
2 1 2 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
0 0 1 
5 0 2 
4 2 2 
6 0 1 
2 0 1 
2 1 0 
2 1 1 
2 0 1 
1 1 0 
3 1 1 
0 0 1 
3 0 1 
1 0 1 
0 1 1 
0 10 
1 1 1 
3 0 1 
1 2 1 
2 1 1 
2 2 1 
3 1 1 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 3_ Informal 7_ 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 11 
Individual 1 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 3 
Multi Discipline 2 Doesn't Matter 8 
4. Format: Hands On 8 Demonstration 8 
Lecture/Discussion 6 Field Trip 2 
3. Setting: Classroom 5 Prof' s Office 0 
Computer Center 9 Other 0 Explain 
6.Times: Informal meeting 4 
Short course during academic year 8 
Short evening course during academic year 1 
Seminar between regular semesters 2 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 7 
Yes, financially 3 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 5 
Yes, Other 2 Explain 
Optional comments 
APPENDIX J 
Arts and Humanities Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:__ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 0 6-10 0 11-15 5 16-20 _2_ OVER 5 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES_2_ NO 10 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 0 NO 12 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE_0_ SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_4_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_8_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 11 NO_1_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_5_ NO_3_ 
272 
273 
II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree I 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 5 
History of computers 2 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 4 
Computer terminology 6 
What computers can/can't do 5 
How to use a computer 7 
Business applications 2 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 3 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 3 
Computer assisted instruction 5 
Computer managed instruction 2 
Existing computer instructional materials 3 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 3 
Use of the computer in advising 1 
Word processing 7 
Different types of computers 4 
Types of data entry/information response 5 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 5 
Learn to program 4 
Micro-Home computers 4 
Videodisk and computers 3 
Communication links through computer 6 
Artificial intelligence 3 
Graphics ^ 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 4 
4 
3 
1 
3 
2 
2 
0 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
4 
1 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
2 
2 
1 
5 
1 
2 
3 4 5 
0 1 1 
0 2 1 
4 0 1 
1 1 0 
2 0 1 
0 0 1 
3 1 2 
1 1 4 
1 1 2 
1 0 1 
0 1 1 
1 0 2 
2 0 1 
2 1 0 
3 0 1 
2 0 0 
1 1 0 
0 0 1 
2 0 1 
2 0 1 
1 0 1 
2 1 0 
0 1 1 
0 2 0 
0 0 1 
2 3 0 
3 1 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 7 Informal 5_ 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 10 
Individual 0 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 4 
Multi Discipline 3 Doesn't Matter 6 
4. Format: Hands On 9 Demonstration_7 
Lecture/Discussion 4 Field Trip2 
5. Setting: Classroom 3 Prof's Office 1 
Computer Center 7 Other 0 Explain 
6. T ime s Informal meeting_2 
Short course during academic year7 
Short evening course during academic year_ 
Seminar between regular semesters 2 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 6 
Yes, financially^ 2" 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 3 
Yes, Other 1 Explain_ 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX K 
Communication's Disorders Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 1 6-10 2 11-15 1 16-20 _2_ OVER 0 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES 1_ NO 3_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 0 NO 3 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 0 SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_2_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE 4 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES_7_ NO_0_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_4_ NO_2_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 6 
History of computers 0 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 3 
Computer terminology 5 
What computers can/can't do 6 
How to use a computer 8 
Business applications 2 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 0 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 5 
Computer assisted instruction 5 
Computer managed instruction 2 
Existing computer instructional materials 6 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 5 
Use of the computer in advising 2 
Word processing 3 
Different types of computers 3 
Types of data entry/information response 5 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 6 
Learn to program 6 
Micro-Home computers 3 
Videodisk and computers 2 
Communication links through computer 3 
Artificial intelligence 2 
Graphics 1 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 1 
0 
0 
1 
3 
2 
0 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 2 
3 4 
0 0 
3 2 
4 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
3 1 
3 1 
3 1 
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
2 0 
2 1 
0 0 
3 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
2 0 
0 0 
4 0 
6 0 
5 0 
3 4 
5 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 3_ Informal 7_ 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 0 Small Group (under 10) 8 
Individual 2 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 5 
Multi Discipline 0 Doesn't Matter 3 
Hands On 8 Demonstration 7 
Lecture/Discussion 6 Field Trip 1 
Classroom 5 Prof's Office 1 
Computer Center 8 Other 1 Explain 
Informal meeting 4 
Short course during academic year 7 
Short evening course during academic year 2 
Seminar between regular semesters 3 
Long courses during summer 0 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 5 
Yes, financially T~ 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 2 
Yes, Other 0 Explain 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
6. Times: 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX L 
Education/Library Science Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 1 6-10 4 11-15 3 16-20 _0_ OVER 4 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES_5_ NO_7_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 1 NO 10 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE_1_ SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_7_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 13 NO_0_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES 10 NO_0^_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 7 
History of computers 2 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 3 
Computer terminology 7 
What computers can/can't do 10 
How to use a computer 10 
Business applications 3 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 4 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 9 
Computer assisted instruction 7 
Computer managed instruction 5 
Existing computer instructional materials 7 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 6 
Use of the computer in advising 1 
Word processing 10 
Different types of computers 7 
Types of data entry/information response 8 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 10 
Learn to program 8 
Micro-Home computers 6 
Videodisk and computers 3 
Communication links through computer 6 
Artificial intelligence 1 
Graphics 2 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 4 
1 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
0 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
0 
3 
1 
1 
I 
1 
3 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 2 
3 4 5 
1 0 l 
3 3 1 
1 2 1 
1 1 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 
4 0 1 
4 1 3 
0 1 2 
2 0 0 
1 1 0 
2 1 0 
2 0 0 
2 0 0 
2 1 2 
0 0 0 
2 0 0 
2 0 0 
1 0 1 
1 0 1 
2 0 2 
1 0 2 
1 0 2 
2 2 1 
3 1 1 
3 0 1 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 4 Informal 9 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 12 
Individual 2 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 2 
Multi Discipline 2 Doesn't Matter 8 
4. Format: Hands On 10 Demonstration_3 
Lecture/Discussion 5 Field Trip 1 
5. Setting: Classroom 4 Prof' s Office 1 
Computer Center 10 Other 0 Explain 
6. Time s : Informal meeting 4 
Short course during academic year 8 
Short evening course during academic year 2 
Seminar between regular semesters 5 
Long courses during summer 2 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 3 
Yes, financially 1~ 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 6 
Yes, Other 1 Explain 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX M 
Health Sciences Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 0 6-10 1 11-15 1 16-20 _J_ OVER 5 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES 2_ NO 6_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 0 NO 8 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 0 SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_3_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_5_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES_6_ NO_l_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_A_ NO_0_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 3 
History of computers 0 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 1 
Computer terminology 2 
What computers can/can't do 5 
How to use a computer 6 
Business applications 2 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 3 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 5 
Computer assisted instruction 2 
Computer managed instruction 1 
Existing computer instructional materials 6 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 2 
Use of the computer in advising 1 
Word processing 3 
Different types of computers 2 
Types of data entry/inforraation response 1 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 4 
Learn to program 3 
Micro-Home computers 3 
Videodisk and computers 0 
Communication links through computer 1 
Artificial intelligence 1 
Graphics 2 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 3 
1 
0 
1 
3 
0 
0 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
0 
2 
1 
1 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
2 
0 
1 
2 
1 
1 2 
3 4 5 
0 0 0 
2 1 3 
3 0 1 
10 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 
1 1 1 
2 1 1 
1 0 0 
0 0 1 
1 1 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
3 0 0 
2 0 0 
2 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 
3 0 1 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 4 Informal 4 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 6 
Individual 1 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 0 
Multi Discipline 1 Doesn't Matter 4 
4. Format: Hands On 3 Demonstration 3 
Lecture/Discussion 3 Field Trip 2 
5. Setting: Classroom 3 Prof' s Office 1 
Computer Center 5 Other 0 Explain 
6. Time s : Informal meeting 2 
Short course during academic year 5 
Short evening course during academic year 1 
Seminar between regular semesters 0 
Long courses during summer 0 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 4 
Yes, financially 0 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 1 
Yes, Other 0 Explain 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX N 
Languages and Literature Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME :__ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 0 6-10 0 11-15 4 16-20 _4_ OVER 7 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES_2_ NO 13 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 0 NO 15 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 1 SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE 3 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE 11 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 15 NO_0^_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES 10 NO_2_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 
1 
11 
2 
2 
History of computers 1 1 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 4 1 
Computer terminology 9 2 
What computers can/can't do 11 1 
How to use a computer 13 1 
Business applications 1 1 
Playing computer games 0 1 
Career opportunities 3 5 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 10 2 
Computer assisted instruction 11 2 
Computer managed instruction 5 3 
Existing computer instructional materials 9 3 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 6 5 
Use of the computer in advising 
Word processing 
Different types of computers 
Types of data entry/inforraation response 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 
Learn to program 
Micro-Home computers 
Videodisk and computers 
Communication links through computer 
Artificial intelligence 
Graphics 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 
1 3 
13 1 
4 4 
6 0 
6 3 
4 3 
3 4 
2 2 
4 3 
1 1 
1 1 
4 1 
1 2 
3 4 5 
0 0 1 
3 1 7 
3 2 3 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 
0 0 0 
4 1 7 
4 1 7 
1 0 4 
1 0 1 
1 0 1 
2 1 2 
2 0 0 
1 0 1 
4 0 6 
0 0 1 
4 0 2 
3 3 2 
2 2 1 
3 2 2 
4 1 2 
6 1 1 
5 1 0 
4 4 1 
5 1 3 
4 2 2 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 4 Informal 14 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 2 Small Group (under 10) 14 
Individual 4 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 3 
Multi Discipline 0 Doesn't Matter 10 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
Hands On 14 Demonstration_7 
Lecture/Discussion 3 Field Trip 2 
Classroom 7 Prof's Office 4 
Computer Center 9 Other 2 Explain 
6.Time s : Informal meeting_6 
Short course during academic year7 
Short evening course during academic year_ 
Seminar between regular semesters 2 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 10 
Yes, financially 1 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 6 
Yes, Other 1 Explain_ 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX 0 
Management and Urban Studies Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 0 6-10 3 11-15 4 16-20 _2_ OVER 1 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES_NO_6_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 4 NO 6 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE_1_ SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_5_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_4_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 10 NO_0_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_9 NO_1_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 8 
History of computers 0 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 1 
Computer terminology 2 
What computers can/can't do 5 
How to use a computer 7 
Business applications 6 
Playing computer games 1 
Career opportunities 0 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 7 
Computer assisted instruction 5 
Computer managed instruction 5 
Existing computer instructional materials 6 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 0 
Use of the computer in advising 1 
Word processing 5 
Different types of computers 0 
Types of data entry/information response 2 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 1 
Learn to program 0 
Micro-Home computers 1 
Videodisk and computers 2 
Communication links through computer 3 
Artificial intelligence 1 
Graphics 3 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 1 
0 
0 
2 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
2 
3 
4 
3 
2 
5 
2 
1 
3 
4 
2 
4 
6 
3 
4 
1 
4 
2 
1 2 
3 4 5 
2 0 0 
2 7 1 
1 4 2 
2 2 0 
1 1 0 
0 1 0 
1 0 1 
5 3 1 
2 3 2 
0 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
2 2 1 
3 2 1 
2 2 0 
6 0 1 
2 1 1 
4 2 1 
3 2 1 
1 1 0 
4 0 0 
3 0 0 
5 1 2 
1 2 0 
3 2 1 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 3_ Informal 7 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 3 Small Group (under 10) 8 
Individual 1 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 4 
Multi Discipline 1 Doesn't Matter 7 
Hands On 10 Demonstration 8 
Lecture/Discussion 5 Field Trip 1 
Classroom 3 Prof's Office 4 
Computer Center 8 Other_1_ Explain_ 
Informal meeting 3 
Short course during academic year 9 
Short evening course during academic year 2 
Seminar between regular semesters 3 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 9 
Yes, financially 0~ 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 1 
Yes, Other 1 Explain 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
6. Times: 
Optional comments 
APPENDIX P 
Mathematics and Computer Science Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 2 6-10 1 11-15 1 16-20 _J_ OVER 2 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES 5_ NO 2_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 4 NO 3 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE_4_ SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_3_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_0_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES_6_ NO_l_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_6_ NO_0_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes! Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 3 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 5 
History of computers 2 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 2 
Computer terminology 2 
What computers can/can't do 3 
How to use a computer 4 
Business applications 1 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 1 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 3 
Computer assisted instruction 3 
Computer managed instruction 3 
Existing computer instructional materials 3 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 3 
Use of the computer in advising 2 
Word processing 4 
Different types of computers 2 
Types of data entry/information response 2 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 2 
Learn to program 1 
Micro-Home computers 2 
Videodisk and computers 1 
Communication links through computer 3 
Artificial intelligence 0 
Graphics 0 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 2 
3 4 5 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
10 0 
3 0 0 
2 2 1 
2 1 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
0 1 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
2 1 0 
0 0 1 
3 1 0 
0 2 0 
2 0 1 
0 1 1 
2 0 1 
0 2 1 
1 0 1 
2 0 2 
1 2 1 
2 10 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 1_ Informal 6_ 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 6 
Individual 3 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 1 
Multi Discipline 1 Doesn't Matter 5 
Hands On 5 Demonstration 5 
Lecture/Discussion 3 Field Trip 4 
Classroom 5 Prof's Office 2 
Computer Center_3_ Other 2 Explain_ 
Informal meeting 1 
Short course during academic year 5 
Short evening course during academic year 2 
Seminar between regular semesters 4 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 6 
Yes, financially 1~ 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 1 
Yes, Other 0 Explain 
4. Format: 
3. Setting: 
6.Times: 
Optional comments 
appendix q 
Natural and Earth Sciences Responses 
faculty computer literacy survey 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
.you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 0 6-10 0 11-15 5 16-20 _J_ OVER 6 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES 4_ NO 8_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 3 N0_9 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE 1 SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE 6 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_5_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 12 NO_0_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_8_ NO_3_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 7 
History of computers 1 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 0 
Computer terminology 5 
What computers can/can't do 5 
How to use a computer 9 
Business applications 1 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 1 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 7 
Computer assisted instruction 6 
Computer managed instruction 6 
Existing computer instructional materials 5 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 4 
Use of the computer in advising 2 
Word processing 5 
Different types of computers 2 
Types of data entry/inforraation response 3 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 3 
Learn to program 2 
Micro-Home computers 2 
Videodisk and computers 1 
Communication links through computer 1 
Artificial intelligence 0 
Graphics 3 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 0 
1 
0 
2 
3 
3 
0 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
0 
0 
3 
5 
1 
1 2 
3 4 5 
2 0 1 
3 2 4 
3 2 3 
3 0 0 
2 0 1 
2 0 0 
1 3 4 
2 0 7 
2 3 3 
1 0 0 
0 10 
0 2 0 
0 0 0 
2 1 1 
2 2 0 
3 1 0 
3 0 2 
2 1 0 
3 10 
5 0 1 
3 2 0 
5 3 0 
5 3 0 
2 2 2 
1 1 0 
5 0 2 
3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 6_ Informal 7 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 11 
Individual 3 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 3 
Multi Discipline_2_ Doesn't Matter_7_ 
Hands On 11 Demonstration 4 
Lecture/Discussion__5_ Field Trip 2 
Classroom 3 Prof's Office 1 
Computer Center_9_ Other_1_ Explain_ 
Informal meeting 5 
Short course during academic year 5 
Short evening course during academic year 4 
Seminar between regular semesters 6 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 5 
Yes, financially 1 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 4 
Yes, Other 1 Explain 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
6. Times: 
Optional comments 
appendix r 
Nursing Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 1 6-10 1 11-15 0 16-20 _2_ OVER 1 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES 3_ NO 2_ 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 0 NO 5 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE_0_ SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_5_ 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_0_ 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES_5_ NO_0_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES_4_ NO_0_ 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 4 
History of computers 1 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 2 
Computer terminology 4 
What computers can/can't do 3 
How to use a computer 4 
Business applications 0 
Playing computer games 0 
Career opportunities 1 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 5 
Computer assisted instruction 5 
Computer managed instruction 5 
Existing computer instructional materials 3 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 2 
Use of the computer in advising 3 
Word processing 4 
Different types of computers 2 
Types of data entry/information response 0 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 3 
Learn to program 2 
Micro-Home computers 4 
Videodisk and computers 3 
Communication links through computer 4 
Artificial intelligence 0 
Graphics 3 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 4 
0 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
3 
2 
1 
3 
5 
2 
2 
0 
2 
1 
5 
1 
0 
1 2 
3 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
3 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
3 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations. 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 2_ Informal 5_ 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 1 Small Group (under 10) 5 
Individual 0 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 1 
Multi Discipline 3 Doesn't Matter 2 
4. Format: Hands On 4 Demonstration 3 
Lecture/Discuss ion 3 Field Trip 1 
5. Setting: Classroom 3 Prof' s Office 1 
Computer Center 5 Other 0 Explain 
6.Times: Informal meeting 2 
Short course during academic year 3 
Short evening course during academic year 2 
Seminar between regular semesters 3 
Long courses during summer 1 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 4 
Yes, financially 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 1 
Yes, Other 0 Explain 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX S 
Overall Responses 
FACULTY COMPUTER LITERACY SURVEY 
Purpose: This survey is designed to determine 
if you would wish to participate in a voluntary 
Computer Literacy Program and if so, what topics 
you would like to see discussed and in what format 
you would prefer the program to be presented. 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
Please fill in or check the appropriate box. 
NAME:_ 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT:_ 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING: 1-5 5 6-10 13 11-15 27 16-20 _16_ OVER 37 
DO YOU PERSONALLY USE A COMPUTER: YES 29 NO 68 
DO YOUR STUDENTS USE A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR COURSE: YES 12 NO 83 
YOUR DEGREE OF COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: EXPERT_0_ 
VERY KNOWLEDGEABLE_9_ SOMEWHAT KNOWLEDGEABLE_37 
NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE_53 
WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN A VOLUTARY PROGRAM AT WORCESTER STATE 
COLLEGE TO INCREASE YOUR COMPUTER KNOWLEDGEABILITY: YES 96 NO_4_ 
IF ABOVE RESPONSE IS "YES", PLEASE CONTINUE SURVEY. 
WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE A CARRY-OVER OF ANY ACQUIRED COMPUTER SKILLS 
AND/OR UNDERSTANDINGS INTO YOUR CLASSROOM: YES 68 NO 13 
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II. SUGGESTED TOPICS 
Please circle a number from 1 through 5 depending on the 
extent of your agreement that a topic should be included. 
Response Codes: Strongly Agree 1 
Mostly Agree 2 
Neutral or No Opinion 3 
Mostly Disagree 4 
Strongly Disagree 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
A general background Computer Literacy Session. 61 12 6 3 5 
History of computers 12 10 23 21 21 
Societal issues and implications of the computer 23 18 23 11 13 
Computer terminology 49 24 12 6 0 
What computers can/can't do 59 18 12 3 2 
How to use a computer 74 11 3 1 2 
Business applications 18 13 28 8 18 
Playing computer games 1 11 29 14 30 
Career opportunities 17 21 20 11 16 
Uses of the computer in the classroom 60 16 9 0 5 
Computer assisted instruction 55 16 6 4 3 
Computer managed instruction 37 18 9 6 5 
Existing computer instructional materials 52 20 12 0 3 
Writing your own computer instructional materials 34 29 15 5 4 
Use of the computer in advising 15 23 23 8 11 
Word processing 58 19 9 4 2 
Different types of computers 29 31 26 2 6 
Types of data entry/information response 36 26 11 7 5 
Familiarity with how computers are programmed 43 25 14 6 6 
Learn to program 34 30 14 7 7 
Micro-Home computers 31 29 16 6 8 
Videodisk and computers 20 19 25 7 5 
Communication links through computer 33 19 19 7 5 
Artificial intelligence 12 22 24 12 10 
Graphics 22 l 26 21 
10 7 
Trends: The Future of Computers in Society 26 11 29 9 9 
1 2 3 4 5 
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III. METHODS OF PRESENTATION 
Check your preferences for each of the following situations 
Feel free to check several boxes for the same item. 
1. Type of presentation: Formal 39 Informal 71 
2. Groupings: Large Group (over 10) 12 Small Group (under 10) 91 
Individual 17 
3. Should a group be from your academic discipline only or 
from a variety of disciplines: One Discipline 28 
Multi Discipline 15 Doesn't Matter 60 
Hands On 82 Demonstration 59 
Lecture/Discussion_45_ Field Trip 18 
Classroom 43 Prof's Office 16 
Computer Center 73 Other 7 Explain_ 
Informal meeting 33 
Short course during academic year 64 
Short evening course during academic year 24 
Seminar between regular semesters 30 
Long courses during summer 9 
7. Should participants be compensated: Not necessarily 59 
Yes, financially 11 
Yes, reduced teaching 
load 30 
Yes, Other 7 Explain_ 
4. Format: 
5. Setting: 
6. Times: 
Optional comments. 
APPENDIX T 
Listing of Academic Disciplines Within Departments 
Art and Humanities 
Art 
Media 
Music 
Philosophy 
Communication Diosorders 
Education/Library Science 
Health Services 
Health Studies 
Physical Education 
Languages and Literature 
English 
Foreign Languages (French,German,Spanish) 
Management and Urban Studies 
Economics 
Management 
Urban Studies 
Mathematics and Computer Science 
Natural and Earth Sciences 
Biology 
Nuclear Medicine Technology 
Chemistry 
Geography and Geology 
Natural Science and Physics 
Energy Studies 
Nursing 
Social and Behavioral Sciences 
History/Political Science 
Psychology 
Sociology 
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APPENDIX U 
Contingency Tables 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ITOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS ROW 
COL PCT ITCHING TCHING TCHING TCHING TCHING TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1-5 I 6-10 I 11-15 I 16-20 I OVER 
I 
i i i 
o
 
l i 
M
 
l-H
 
1 1 
1 I 
i
 
M
 
M
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1 I 6 I 11 
SOCIAL 6 BEHAVIORALl 0 I 9.1 I 27.3 I 9.1 I 54.5 I 11.2 
I 0 I 7.7 I 11.1 I 6.3 I 16.2 I 
I 0 I 1.0 I 3.1 I 1.0 I 6.1 I 
1- 
I 0 I 0 I 5 I 2 I 5 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 0 I 0 I 41.7 I 16.7 I 41.7 I 12.2 
I 0 I 0 I 18.5 I 12.5 I 13.5 I 
I 0 I 0 I 
. ——— T —. 
5.1 I 2.0 I 5.1 I 
1- 
I 
J_ 
1 I 
1 
2 I 1 I 2 I 0 I 6 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 16.7 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 0 I 6.1 
I 20.0 I 15.4 I 3.7 I 12.5 I 0 I 
I 1.0 I 2.0 I 1.0 I 2.0 I 0 I 
1 “ 
I 1 I 4 I 3 I 0 I 4 I 12 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 8.3 I 33.3 I 25.0 I 0 I 33.3 I 12.2 
I 20.0 I 30.8 I 11.1 I 0 I 10.8 I 
I 1.0 I 4.1 I 3.1 I 0 I 4.1 I 
I — 
I 0 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 5 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 12.5 I 12.5 I 12.5 I 62.5 I 8.2 
I 0 I 7.7 I 3.7 I 6.3 I 13.5 I 
I 0 I 1.0 I 1.0 I 1.0 I 5.1 I 
-I- 
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-I— 
I 
i
 
i
 
M
 M
 
1
 
1
 
o
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
■ i
 
i
 
»
-t
 
w
 
1
 
1
 
o
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
4 I 4 I 7 I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 0 I 0 I 26.7 I 26.7 I 46.7 I 
I 0 I 0 I 14.8 I 25.0 I 18.9 I 
I 0 I 0 I 4.1 I 4.1 I 7.1 I 
-I — 
I 0 I 3 I 4 I 2 I 1 I 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 0 I 30.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 
I 0 I 23.1 I 14.8 I 12.5 I 2.7 I 
I 0 I 3.1 I 4.1 I 2.0 I 1.0 I 
— I 
I 2 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 2 I 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 28.6 I 14.3 I 14.3 I 14.3 I 28.6 I 
I 40.0 I 7.7 I 3.7 I 6.3 I 5.4 I 
I 2.0 I 1.0 I 1.0 I 1.0 I 2.0 I 
— T — 
i 0 I 0 I 5 I 1 I 6 I 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 0 I 0 I 41.7 I 8.3 I 50.0 I 
i 0 I 0 I 18.5 I 6.3 I 16.2 I 
i 0 I 0 I 5.1 I 1.0 I 6.1 I 
_ 
-i- 
i 1 I 1 I 0 I 2 I 1 I 
NURSING i 20.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 
i 20.0 I 7.7 I 0 I 12.5 I 2.7 I 
i 1.0 I 1.0 I 0 I 2.0 I 1.0 I 
— T- 1- -1- -1- -1- ▼ JL * 
COLUMN 5 13 27 16 37 
TOTAL 5.1 13.3 27.6 16.3 37.8 
15 
15.3 
10 
10.2 
7 
7.1 
12 
12.2 
5 
5.1 
98 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0905 
Table 111 
Total Years Teaching 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT HOT YRS TOT YRS ROW 
COL PCT ITCHING TCHING TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1-5 I 6-10 I 
-1- 
•I 
I 1 I 11 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 8.3 I 91.7 I 12.4 
I 3.4 I 16.2 I 
I 1.0 I 11.3 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 2 I 10 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 16.7 I 83.3 I 12.4 
I 6.9 I 14.7 I 
I 2.1 I 10.3 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 3 I 4 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 25.0 I 75.0 I 4.1 
I 3.4 I 4.4 I 
I 1.0 I 3.1 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 7 I 12 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 41.7 I 58.3 I 12.4 
I 17.2 I 10.3 I 
I 
C
M
 I 7.2 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 6 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 25.0 I 75.0 I 8.2 
I 6.9 I 8.8 I 
I 2.1 I 6.2 I 
-I- 
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-I- I- I 
I 2 I 13 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 13.3 I 86.7 I 15.5 
I 6.9 I 19.1 I 
I 2.1 I 13.4 I 
-I- ■I- •I 
I 4 I 6 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 40.0 I 60.0 I 10.3 
I 13.8 I 8.8 I 
I 4.1 I 6.2 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 5 I 2 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 71.4 I 28.6 I 7.2 
I 17.2 I 2.9 I 
I 5.2 I 2.1 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 8 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 33.3 I 66.7 I 12.4 
I 13.8 I 11.8 I 
I 4.1 I 8.2 I 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 5.2 
I 10.3 I 2.9 I 
I 3.1 I 2.1 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 29 68 97 
TOTAL 29.9 70.1 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0900 
Table 112 
Do You Personally Use a Computer 
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COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 
I 
I YES 
I 
I 
NO 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
I 0 I 12 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 0 I 100.0 I 12.6 
I 0 I 14.5 I 
I 0 I 12.6 I 
-l--- 
-I- •I 
I 0 I 12 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 0 I 100.0 I 12.6 
I 0 I 14.5 I 
I 0 I 12.6 I 
-I— -I- -I 
I 0 I 3 I 3 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 100.0 I 3.2 
I 0 I 3.6 I 
I 0 I 3.2 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I I I 10 I 11 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 9.1 I 90.9 I 11.6 
I 8.3 I 12.0 I 
I 1.1 I 10.5 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 8.4 
I 0 I 9.6 I 
I 0 I 8.4 I 
-I— -I- -I 
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-I- I- I 
I 0 I 15 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 0 I 100.0 I 15.8 
I 0 I 18.1 I 
I 0 I 15.8 I 
-I- ■I- •I 
I 4 I 6 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 40.0 I 60.0 I 10.5 
I 33.3 I 7.2 I 
I 
CN
 
•
 I 6.3 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 4 I 3 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 57.1 I 42.9 I 7.4 
I 33.3 I 3.6 I 
I 4.2 I 3.2 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 25.0 I 75.0 I 12.6 
I 25.0 I 10.8 I 
I 3.2 I 9.5 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 5 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 5.3 
I 0 I 6.0 I 
I 0 I 5.3 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 12 83 95 
TOTAL 12.6 87.4 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0006 
Table 113 
Do Your Students Use a Computer as Part of Your Course 
309 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT HOT YRS TOT YRS TOT YRS ROW 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 
ITCHING 
I 1-5 
TCHING 
I 6-10 
TCHING 
I 11-15 I 
TOTAL 
I 1 I 2 I 9 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 8.3 I 16.7 I 75.0 I 12.1 
I 11.1 I 5.4 I 17.0 I 
I 1.0 I 2.0 I 9.1 I 
-I— 
I 0 I 4 I 8 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 0 I 33.3 I 66.7 I 12.1 
I 0 I 10.8 I 15.1 I 
I 0 I 4.0 I 8.1 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 2 I 4 I 6 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 33.3 I 66.7 I 6.1 
I 0 I 5.4 I 7.5 I 
I 0 I 2.0 I 4.0 I 
-I- -I- -I- -x 
I 1 I 4 I 7 I 12 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 8.3 I 33.3 I 58.3 I 12.1 
I 11.1 I 10.8 I 13.2 I 
I 1.0 I 4.0 I 7.1 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 3 I 5 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 37.5 I 62.5 I 8.1 
I 0 I 8.1 I 9.4 I 
I 0 I 3.0 I 5.1 I 
-X-x-x-x 
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-I-- -I— -X— -1 
I 1 I 3 I 11 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 6.7 I 20.0 I 73.3 I 15.2 
I 11.1 I 8.1 I 20.8 I 
I 1.0 I 3.0 I 11.1 I 
-I- 
I 1 I 5 I 4 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 50.0 I 40.0 I 10.1 
I 11.1 I 13.5 I 7.5 I 
I 1.0 I 5.1 I 4.0 I 
-I- -1- -1- -1 
I 4 I 3 I 0 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 57.1 I 42.9 I 0 I 7.1 
I 44.4 I 8.1 I 0 I 
I 4.0 I 3.0 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 1 I 6 I 5 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 8.3 I 50.0 I 41.7 I 12.1 
I 11.1 I 16.2 I 9.4 I 
I 1.0 I 6.1. I 5.1 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 5 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 5.1 
I 0 I 13.5 I 0 I 
I 0 I 5.1 I 0 I 
-I- -X- -1- -1 
COLUMN 9 37 53 99 
TOTAL 9.1 37.4 53.5 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0023 
Table 114 
Your Degree of Computer Knowledgeability 
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COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 
I 
IYES 
I 
I 
NO 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
I 11 I 1 I 12 
SOCIAL 6 BEHAVIORALI 91.7 I 8.3 I 12.0 
I 11.3 I 25.0 I 
I 11.0 I 1.0 I 
-I- •I- ■I 
I 11 I l I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 91.7 I 8.3 I 12.0 
I 11.5 I 25.0 I 
I 11.0 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 7 I 0 I 7 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 100.0 I 0 I 7.0 
I 7.3 I 0 I 
I 7.0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 13 I 0 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 100.0 I 0 I 13.0 
I 13.5 I 0 I 
I 13.0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 1 I 7 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 85.7 I 14.3 I 7.0 
I 6.3 I 25.0 I 
I O
' 
•
 o
 
I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
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-I- I 
I 15 I 0 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 100.0 I 0 I 15.0 
I 15.6 I 0 I 
I 15.0 I 0 I 
-I- I- ■I 
I 10 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 100.0 I 0 I 10.0 
I 10.4 I 0 I 
I 10.0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 1 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 85.7 I 14.3 I 7.0 
I 6.3 I 25.0 I 
I 6.0 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 12 I 0 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 100.0 I 0 I 12.0 
I 12.5 I 0 I 
I 12.5 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 100.0 I 0 I 5.0 
I 5.2 I 0 I 
I 5.0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- 
COLUMN 96 4 100 
TOTAL 96.0 4.0 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5735 
Table 115 
Would You Participate in a Computer Literacy Program 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I YES NO ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I 
■I 
I 8 I 2 I 10 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 80.0 I 20.0 I 12.3 
I 11.8 I 15.4 I 
I 9.9 I 2.5 I 
-I- -I- •I 
I 5 I 3 I 8 
ART & HUMANITIES I 62.5 I 37.5 I 9.9 
I 7.4 I 23.1 I 
I 6.2 I 3.7 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 2 I 6 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 66.7 I 33.3 I 7.4 
I 5.9 I 15.4 I 
I 4.9 I 2.5 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 10 I 0 I 10 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 100.0 I 0 I 12.3 
I 14.7 I 0 I 
I 12.3 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 1 0 1 4 
I 100.0 I 0 I 4.9 
I 5.9 I 0 1 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
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-I- I- I 
I 10 I 2 I 12 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 83.3 I 16.7 I 14.8 
I 14.7 I 15.4 I 
I 12.3 I 2.5 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 9 I 1 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 90.0 I 10.0 I 12.3 
I 13.2 I 7. 7 I 
I 11.1 I 1.2 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 100.0 I 0 I 7.4 
I 8.8 I 0 I 
I 7.4 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 8 I 3 I 11 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 72.7 I 27.3 I 13.6 
I 11.8 I 23.1 I 
I 9.9 I 3.7 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 0 I 4 
NURSING I 100.0 I 0 I 4.9 
I 5.92 I 0 I 
I 4.90 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 68 13 81 
TOTAL 84.0 16.0 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .3449 
Table 116 
Anticipate a Carry-over of Computer Skills into the Classroom 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
1
 
M
 t-l
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
•
 
i
 
1
 
1
 
m
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
I
 
2 I 0 I l I l I 9 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 55.6 I 22.2 I 0 I 11.1 I 11.1 I 9.7 
I 7.5 I 16.7 I 0 I 33.3 I 20.0 I 
I 5.4 I 2.2 I 0 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 
-T- 
I 5 I 4 I 0 I 1 I 1 I ll 
ART & HUMANITIES I 45.5 I 36.4 I 0 I 9.1 I 9.1 I 11.8 
I 7.5 I 33.3 I 0 I 33.3 I 20.0 I 
I 5.4 I 4.3 I 0 I 1.1 I l.l I 
-I- 
I 8 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
100.0 I 
11.9 I 
8.6 I 
9 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
l I 
8.6 
12 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 75.0 I 8.3 I 8.3 I 0 I 8.3 I 12.9 
I 13.4 I 8.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 20.0 I 
I 9.7 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 5 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 6 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 83.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 6.5 
I 7.5 I 8.3 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.4 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- T- -T — -1- -X- -x 
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-I 
I 
LANGUAGE & LIT 
MANAGEMENT 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
& URBAN I 
I 
I 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 
I 
NURSING 
11 
78.6 
16.4 
11.8 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
14.3 
16.7 
2.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
I 
I 
I 
I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 
7.1 
20.0 
1.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
14 
15.1 
8 I 0 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 10 
80.0 I 0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 10.8 
11.9 I 0 I 33.3 I 0 I 0 I 
8.6 I 0 I 
T _ 
2.2 I 0 I 
T 
0 I 
_T 
5 
1 — 
I 1 
"1 
I 1 I 
-1 — 
0 I 0 
1 
i 7 
: 71.4 I 14.3 I 14.3 I 0 I 0 i 7.5 
7.5 I 8.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 i 
5.4 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 i 
7 I 
63.6 I 
10.4 I 
7.5 I 
1 
9.1 
8.3 
1.1 
2 
18.2 
33.3 
2.2 
1 
9.1 
20.0 
1.1 
-I- 
I 4 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 
I 80.0 I 0 I 0 I 20.0 I 0 I 
I 6.0 I 0 I 0 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 4.3 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-I- -I— -X— -I- -X— -I 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
67 
72.0 
12 
12.9 
6 
6.5 
3 
3.2 
5 
5.4 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5860 
Table 117 
11 
11.8 
5 
5.4 
93 
100.0 
Topic: A General Background Computer Literacy Session 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
I 3 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 30.0 
I 25.0 
I 3.4 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
I I I I 
2 
20.0 
8.7 
2.3 
2 
20.0 
9.5 
2.3 
3 I 
30.0 I 
14.3 I 
3.4 I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.5 
ART & HUMANITIES 
-I- ■I 
I 2 I 3 I 0 I 2 I l I 8 
I 25.0 I 37.5 I 0 I 25.0 I 12.5 I 9.2 
I 16.7 I 30.0 I 0 I 9.5 I 4.8 I 
I 2.3 I 3.4 I 0 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
0 
0 
0 
I 0 
I 2 
I 18.2 
I 16.7 
I 2.3 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
5 
62.5 
21.7 
5.7 
2 
25.0 
9.5 
2.3 
1 
12.5 
4.8 
1.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
8 
9.2 
2 I 3 I 3 I 1 I 11 
18.2 I 27.3 I 27.3 I 9.1 I 12.6 
20.0 I 13.0 I 14.3 I 4.8 I 
2.3 I 3.4 I 3.4 I 1.1 I 
0 I 2 I 1 I 3 I 6 
0 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 50.0 I 6.9 
0 I 8. 7 I 4.8 I 14.3 I 
0 I 
-I- 
2.3 I 
-I- 
1.1 I 
-I- 
3.4 I 
-I 
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I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I— 
1 I 
7.7 I 
8.3 I 
1.1 I 
1 I 
7.7 I 
10.0 I 
1.1 I 
3 I 
23.1 I 
13.0 I 
3.4 I 
1 I 
7.7 I 
4.8 I 
1.1 I 
7 I 
53.8 I 
33.3 I 
8.0 I 
13 
14.9 
I 0 I 0 I 2 I 7 I 1 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 0 I 0 I 20.0 I 70.0 I 10.0 I 11.5 
I 0 I 0 I 8.7 I 33.3 I 4.8 I 
I 0 I 0 I 2.3 I 8.0 I 1.1 I 
*"1- 
I 2 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 33.3 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 0 I 0 I 6.9 
I 16.7 I 20.0 I 8.7 I 0 I 0 I 
I 2.3 I 2.3 I 2.3 I 0 I 0 I 
T- 
I 1 I 0 I 3 I 2 I 4 I 10 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 10.0 I 0 I 30.0 I 20.0 I 40.0 I 11.5 
I 8.3 I 0 I 13.0 I 9.5 I 19.0 I 
I 1.1 I 0 I 3.4 I 2.3 I 4.6 I 
-I 
I 1 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 5.7 
I 8.3 I 20.0 I 4.3 I 4.8 I 0 I 
I 1.1 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-I- 1. -j. -1- -x- -1 
COLUMN 12 10 23 21 21 87 
TOTAL 13.8 11.5 26.4 24.1 24.1 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0161 
Table 118 
Topic: History of Computers 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
COL PCT 1AGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I I i i 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I- 
ART & HUMANITIES 
3 
30.0 
13.0 
3.4 
4 
40.0 
17.4 
4.5 
2 
20.0 
11.1 
2.3 
1 
10.0 
5.6 
1.1 
2 
20.0 
8. 7 
2.3 
4 
40.0 
17.4 
4.5 
1 
10.0 
9.1 
1.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
20.0 
15.4 
2.3 
1 
10.0 
7.7 
1.1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.4 
10 
11.4 
-I- ■I 
I 3 I 1 I 4 I 0 I 0 I 8 
DISORI 37.4 I 12.5 I 50.0 I 0 I 0 I 9.1 
I 13.0 I 5.6 I 17.4 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.4 I 1.1 I 4.5 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I— -I— -I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
3 
30.0 
13.0 
3.4 
1 
16.7 
4.3 
1.1 
3 
30.0 
16.7 
3.4 
1 
16.7 
5.6 
1.1 
1 
10.0 
4.3 
1.1 
3 
50.0 
13.0 
3.4 
I 
I 
I 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
20.0 
18.2 
2.3 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
1 
10.0 
7.7 
1.1 
1 
16.7 
7.7 I 
1.1 I 
10 
11.4 
6 
6.8 
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I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I— 
4 I 
30.8 I 
17.4 I 
4.5 I 
1 I 
7.7 I 
5.6 I 
1.1 I 
3 I 
23.1 I 
13.0 I 
3.4 I 
2 I 
15.4 I 
18.2 I 
2.3 I 
3 I 
23.1 I 
23.1 I 
3.4 I 
13 
14.8 
I 1 I 2 I 1 I 4 I 2 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 11.4 
I 4.3 I 11.1 I 4.3 I 36.4 I 15.4 I 
I 1.1 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 4.5 I 2.3 I 
T 1 
I 2 I 3 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 33.3 I 50.0 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 6.8 
I 8.7 I 16.7 I 4.3 I 0 I 0 I 
I 2.3 I 3.4 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 
T — 
I 0 I 2 I 3 I 2 I 3 I 10 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCE I 0 I 20.0 I 30.0 I 20.0 I 30.0 I 11.4 
I 0 I 11.1 I 13.0 I 18.2 I 23.1 I 
I 0 I 2.3 I 3.4 I 2.3 I 3.4 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 40.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 5.7 
I 8.7 I 11.1 I 4.3 I 0 I 0 I 
I 2.3 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- -1- -j. -x- -x- -1 
COLUMN 23 18 23 11 13 88 
TOTAL 26.1 20.5 26.1 12.5 14.8 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5209 
Table 119 
Topic: Societal Issues and Implications of the Computer 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
NEUTRAL 
NO OPIN 
MOSTLY 
DISAGRE 
I I 
-1- 
I 7 I 1 I 1 I l I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 70.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 
I 14.3 I 4.2 I 8.3 I 16. 7 I 
I 7.7 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 6 I 3 I 1 I 1 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 54.5 I 27.3 I 9.1 I 9. 1 I 
I 12.2 I 12.5 I 8.3 I 16.7 I 
I 
— T — 
6. 6 I 
. T 
3.3 I 
. T_ 
1.1 I 
_ T __ 
1.1 I 
T 
1 
i 5 
1 
I 3 
I 
I 0 
1 
I 0 
1 
I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 62.5 I 37.5 I 0 I 0 I 
I 10.2 I 12.5 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.5 I 3.3 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
7 
63.6 
14.3 
7. 7 
2 
18.2 
8.3 
2.2 
1 
9.1 
8.3 
1.1 
1 I 
9.1 I 
16.7 I 
1.1 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
-I- -I- -I- •I— 
I 2 I 3 I 1 I 0 
I 33.3 I 50.0 I 16.7 I 0 
I 4.1 I 12.5 I 8.3 I 0 
I 
-I- 
2.2 I 3.3 I 1.1 I 0 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.0 
11 
12. 1 
8 
8.8 
11 
12.1 
6 
6.6 
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LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
9 
69.2 
18.4 
9.9 
2 
15.4 
8.3 
2.2 
2 
15.4 
16.7 
2.2 
MANAGEMENT & 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
NAT & 
2 
33.3 
4.1 
2.2 
2 
33.3 
8.3 
2.2 
1 
16.7 
8.3 
1.1 
1 
16.7 
16.7 
1.1 
NURSING 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
4 
80.0 
8.2 
4.4 
49 
53.8 
1 
20.0 
4.2 
1.1 
24 
26.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
12 
13.2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
6.6 
SIGNIFICANCE = .7979 
Table 120 
13 
14.3 
-I- 
I 2 I 4 I 2 I 2 I 10 
URBAN I 20.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 11.0 
I 4.1 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 
I 2.2 I 4.4 I 2.2 I 2.2 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I- -I 
6 
6.6 
-I- 
I 5 I 3 I 3 I 0 I 11 
SCIENCEI 45.5 I 27.3 I 27.3 I 0 I 12.1 
I 10.2 I 12.5 I 25.0 I 0 I 
I 5.5 I 3.3 I 3.3 I 0 I 
-I- 
5 
5.5 
91 
100.0 
Topic: Computer Terminology 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I I I i 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
ART & HUMANITIES 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
6 
60.0 
10.2 
6.4 
2 
20.0 
11.1 
2. L 
1 
10.0 
8.3 
1.1 
1 
10.0 
33.3 
1.1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
10.6 
-I- 
I 5 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 1 I 10 
I 50.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 10.6 
I 8.5 I 11.1 I 16.7 I 0 I 50.0 I 
I 5.3 I 2.1 I 2.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
6 
73.0 
10.2 
6.4 
2 
25.0 
11.1 
2.1 
0 I 
-I- -I— -I- -I— -X- 
I 10 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 0 
I 83.3 I 8.3 I 8.3 I 0 I 0 
I 16.9 I 5.6 I 8.3 I 0 I 0 
I 10.6 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 
-I- 
I 5 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 0 
I 83.3 I 0 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 
I 8.5 I 0 I 8.3 I 0 I 0 
I 
-I- 
5.3 I 
-I— 
0 I 
-I- 
1.1 I 
-I— 
0 I 
-I— 
0 
8 
8.5 
12 
12.8 
6 
6.4 
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-I- 
I 11 I 11 3 1 0 I 0 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 73.3 I 6.7 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 16.0 
I 18.6 I 5.6 I 25.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 11.7 I 1.1 I 3.2 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 5 I 3 1 11 1 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 50.0 I 30.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 10.6 
I 8.5 I 16.7 I 8.3 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 
-I- 
I 
5.3 I 
3 I 
3.2 I 1.1 I 
2 1 11 
1.1 I 0 I 
0 I 1 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 42.9 I 28.6 I 14.3 I 14.3 I 0 I 7.4 
I 5.1 I 11.1 I 8.3 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 3.2 I 2.1 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-T- 
I 5 I 3 1 2 1 0 I 1 I 11 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 45.5 I 27.3 I 18.2 I 0 I 9.1 I 11.7 
I 8.5 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 0 I 50.0 I 
I 5.3 I 3.2 I 2.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 1 0 1 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 01 0 I 0 I 5.3 
I 5.1 I 11.1 I 0 1 0 I 0 I 
I 3.2 I 2.1 I 0 1 0 I 0 I 
-I- -X- -1-1- X— mTm—mmimrmT 1 
COLUMN 59 18 12 3 2 94 
TOTAL 62.8 19.1 12.8 3.2 2.1 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8633 
Table 121 
Topic: What Computers Can/Can't Do 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
M
 
M
 1 i i i i 
O'
 
1 i 
(-1 
M
 1 1 
3 I 0 I 0 I I I 10 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 60.0 I 30.0 I 0 I 0 I 10.0 I 11.0 
I 8.1 I 27.3 I 0 I 0 I 50.0 I 
I 6.6 I 3.3 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 
T _ 
I 7 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 10 
ART & HUMANITIES I 70.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 10.0 I 11.0 
I 9.5 I 18.2 I 0 I 0 I 50.0 I 
I 7.7 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 
I- 
I 8 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 8.8 
I 10.8 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 
— T - 
8.8 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
1 
i 10 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 11 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 90.9 I 9.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 12.1 
I 13.5 I 9.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I II.0 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 6 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 6 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 6.6 
I 8.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 6.6 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I -1- -X- -1— -1- -1 
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I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I— 
13 I 
92.9 I 
17.6 I 
14.3 I 
1 I 
7.1 I 
9.1 I 
1.1 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
14 
15.4 
I 7 I 2 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 70.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 0 I 11.0 
I 9.5 I 18.2 I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 
I 7.7 I 2.2 I 0 I 1.1 I 0 I 
_ T — 1 
I 4 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 66.7 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 6.6 
I 5.4 I 9.1 I 33.3 I 0 I 0 I 
I 4.4 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 
T 
I 9 I 0 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 11 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 81.8 I 0 I 18.2 I 0 I 0 I 12.1 
I 12.2 I 0 I 66.7 I 0 I 0 I 
I 9.9 I 0 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 4 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 80.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.5 
I 5.4 I 9.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 4.4 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
T - _T _ j 
——_T. j 1 I 1 1 
COLUMN 74 11 3 1 2 91 
TOTAL 81.3 12.1 3.3 1.1 2.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .3908 
Table 122 
Topic: How to Use a Computer 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-X- 
I 0 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 0 
I 0 
I 0 
ART & HUMANITIES 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
2 
22.2 
15.4 
2.4 
5 
55.6 
17.9 
5.9 
-X 
2 I 
22.2 I 
II.1 I 
2.4 I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
9 
10.6 
-I- 
I 2 I 0 I 3 I 1 I 2 I 8 
I 25.0 I 0 I 37.5 I 12.5 I 25.0 I 9.4 
I 11. 1 I 0 I 10.7 I 12.5 I 11.1 I 
I 2.4 I 0 I 3.5 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 
-I- 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
2 
25.0 
11. 1 
2.4 
2 
25.0 
15.4 
2.4 
3 
37.5 
10. 7 
3.5 
1 
12.5 
12.5 
1.2 0 I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
3 
30.0 
16.7 
3.5 
2 
33.3 
11.1 
2.4 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I— 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
2 
20.0 
15.4 
2.4 
1 
16.7 
7.7 
1.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
4 
40.0 
14.3 
4.7 
1 
16.7 
3.6 
1.2 
0 
0 
O' 
0 
1 
16. 7 
12.5 
1.2 
1 
10.0 
5.6 
1.2 
1 
16.7 
5.6 
1.2 
8 
9.4 
10 
11.8 
6 
7.1 
—I 
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-X-x-1- 
I II II 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 7.1 I 7.1 I 
I 5.6 I 7.7 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 
-I-1-j. 
I 6 1 II 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 66.7 I 11.1 I 
I 33.3 I 7.7 I 
I 7.1 I 1.2 I 
MATH & 
4 
28.6 
14.3 
4.7 
1 
11.1 
3.6 
1.2 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
7.1 
12.5 
1.2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 
50.0 
38.9 
8.2 
1 
11.1 
5.6 
1.2 
■I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- •I- -I- ■I— -1— -I 
I 1 I 2 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 
sen 16.7 I 33.3 I 50.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.6 I 15.4 I 10.7 I 0 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 
<1-
 
•
 
CM
 I 3.5 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
I II II II 3 1 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 10.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 30.0 I 
I 5.6 I 7.7 I 3.6 I 37.5 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 3.5 I 
-I-1-1-1-1- 
I 01 II 31 II 
NURSING I 01 20.01 60.01 20.01 
I 01 7.7 I 10.7 I 12.5 I 
I 01 1.2 I 3.5 I 1.2 I 
COLUMN 18 13 28 8 
TOTAL 21.2 15.3 32.9 9.4 
4 
40.0 
22.2 
4.7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
18 
21.2 
14 
16.5 
9 
10.6 
6 
7.1 
10 
11.8 
5 
5.9 
85 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .1045 
Table 123 
Topic: Business Applications 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I — 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 I 
11.1 I 
8.3 I 
1.2 I 
4 I 
44.4 I 
14.3 I 
4.7 I 
2 I 
22.2 I 
14.3 I 
2.4 I 
2 I 
22.2 I 
6.7 I 
2.4 I 
9 
10.6 
I 0 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 4 I 8 
ART & HUMANITIES I 0 I 25.0 I 12.5 I 12.5 I 50.0 I 9.4 
I 0 I 16.7 I 3.6 I 7.1 I 13.3 I 
I 0 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 4.7 I 
I— 
I 0 I 1 I 3 I 1 I 3 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 12.5 I 37.5 I 12.5 I 37.5 I 9.4 
I 0 I 8.3 I 10.7 I 7.1 I 10.0 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 3.5 I 1.2 I 3.5 I 
1 — 
I 0 I 2 I 4 I 1 I 3 I 10 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 0 I 20.0 I 40.0 I 10.0 I 30.0 I 11.8 
I 0 I 16.7 I 14.3 I 7.1 I 10.0 I 
I 0 I 2.4 I 4.7 I 1.2 I 3.5 I 
-I— 
I 0 I 2 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 6 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 7.1 
I 0 I 16.7 I 7.1 I 7.1 I 3.3 I 
I 0 I 2.4 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 
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-I- 
I 0 I 1 I 4 I 11 7 1 13 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 0 I 7.7 I 30.8 I 7.7 I 53.8 I 15.3 
I 0 I 8.3 I 14.3 I 7.1 I 23.3 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 4.7 I 1.2 I 8.2 I 
-I- 
I 1 I 1 I 4 I 3 1 11 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 10.0 I 40.0 I 30.0 I 10.0 I 11.8 
I 100.0 I 8.3 I 14.3 I 21.4 I 3.3 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 4.7 I 3.5 I 1.2 I 
-I- -1— -X— -x— -X-1 
I 0 I 1 I 2 I 2 1 11 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 0 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 7.1 
I 0 I 8.3 I 7.1 I 14.3 I 3.3 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 
-T- 
I 0 I 1 I 2 I 0 1 7 1 10 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 70.0 I 11.8 
I 0 I 8.3 I 7.1 I 0 I 23.3 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 0 1 8.2 I 
I- 
I 0 I 0 I 2 I 2 1 11 5 
NURSING I 0 I 0 I 40.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 5.9 
I 0 I 0 I 7.1 I 14.3 I 3.3 I 
I 0 I 0 I 2.4 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 
— T- T T i. 1 -1 1 1 
COLUMN 1 12 28 14 30 85 
TOTAL 1.2 14.1 32.9 16.5 35.3 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .7723 
Table 124 
Topic: Playing Computer Games 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
I— 
1 I 
11.1 I 
5.9 I 
1.2 I 
1 I 
11.1 I 
4.8 I 
1.2 I 
6 I 
66.7 I 
30.0 I 
7.1 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 I 
11.1 I 
6.3 I 
1.2 I 
9 
10.6 
I 3 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 2 I 9 
ART & HUMANITIES I 33.3 I 22.2 I 11.1 I 11.1 I 22.2 I 10.6 
I 17.6 I 9.5 I 5.0 I 9.1 I 12.5 I 
I 3.5 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 
-I ■ 
I 0 I 2 I 3 I 1 I 2 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 25.0 I 37.5 I 12.5 I 25.0 I 9.4 
I 0 I 9.5 I 15.0 I 9.1 I 12.5 I 
I 
T 
0 I 2.4 I 3.5 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 
1 
I 4 I 3 I 0 I 1 I 2 I 10 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 40.0 I 30.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 11.8 
I 23.5 I 14.3 I 0 I 9.1 I 12.5 I 
I 4.7 I 3.5 I 0 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 6 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 50.0 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 7.1 
I 17.6 I 9.5 I 5.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.5 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- -1- -1- -1- -1- -1 
332 
I 3 I 5 I 1 I 0 I 4 I 13 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 23.1 I 38.5 I 7.7 I 0 I 30.8 I 15.3 
I 17.6 I 23.8 I 5.0 I 0 I 25.0 I 
I 3.5 I 5.9 I 1.2 I 0 I 4.7 I 
-I — 
I 0 I 2 I 2 I 3 I 2 I 9 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 0 I 22.2 I 22.2 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 10.6 
I 0 I 9.5 I 10.0 I 27.3 I 12.5 I 
I 
— T —- 
0 I 
x_ 
1 I 
2.4 I 2.4 I 
2 I 
3.5 I 2.4 I 
1 
i 2 I 1 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 16.7 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 7.1 
I 5.9 I 9.5 I 10.0 I 9.1 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 2.4 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-T_ 
I 1 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 3 I 10 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 10.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 30.0 I 30.0 I 11.8 
I 5.9 I 4.8 I 10.0 I 27.3 I 18.8 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 3.5 I 3.5 I 
-I- 
I 1 I 1 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 20.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 5.9 
I 5.9 I 4.8 I 10.0 I 9.1 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I- -X- ____—T . T 1 X" 
COLUMN 17 21 20 11 16 85 
TOTAL 20.0 24.7 23.5 12.9 18.8 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .2749 
Table 125 
Topic: Career Opportunities 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-x- 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY 
NO OPIN DISAGRE 
ART & HUMANITIES 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
6 
54.5 
10.0 
6.7 
3 
37.5 
5.0 
3.3 
I 
•I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
18.2 
12.5 
2.2 
3 
37.5 
18.8 
3.3 
2 
18.2 
22.2 
2.2 
1 
12.5 
11.1 
1.1 
9 
81.8 
15.0 
10.0 
2 
18.2 
22.2 
2.2 
1 
9. I 
20.0 
1.1 
1 
12.5 
20.0 
1.1 
-I- -I- ■I- 
I 5 I 1 I 2 I 0 
DISORI 62.5 I 12.5 I 25.0 I 0 
I 8.3 I 6.3 I 22.2 I 0 
I 5.6 I 1.1 I 2.2 I 0 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
11 
12.2 
8 
8.9 
8 
8.9 
11 
12.2 
-I- 
I 5 I 1 I 0 I 1 I 7 
I 71.4 I 14.3 I 0 I 14.3 I 7.8 
I 8.3 I 6.3 I 0 I 20.0 I 
I 5.6 I 1.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
-I- -I— -I- -I 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
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LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I— 
I 
I 
I 
I 
10 
71.4 
16.7 
11.1 
—I— 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-X— 
2 I 
14.3 
12.5 
2.2 
1 
7.1 
11.1 
1.1 
1 
7.1 
20.0 
1.1 
MANAGEMENT & 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
3 
50.0 
5.0 
3.3 
2 
33.3 
12.5 
2.2 
1 
16.7 
20.0 
1.1 
NAT & 
NURSING 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
5 
100.0 
8.3 
5.6 
60 
66.7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
16 
17.8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 
10.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
5.6 
SIGNIFICANCE = .7681 
Table 126 
14 
15.6 
-I- 
I 7 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 10 
URBAN I 70.0 I 30.0 I 0 I 0 I 11.1 
I 11.7 I 18.8 I 0 I 0 I 
I 7.8 I 3.3 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
6 
6.7 
-I- 
I 7 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 10 
SCIENCE I 70.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 11.1 
I 11.7 I 12.5 I 11.1 I 0 I 
I 7.8 I 2.2 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-I- 
5 
5.6 
90 
100.0 
Topic: Uses of the Computer in the Classroom 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-X- 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I- 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
ART i* HUMANITIES 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
6 I 1 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 
60.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 
10.2 I 5.9 I 33.3 I 25.0 I 0 I 
6.7 I 1.1 I 2.2 I 1.1 I 0 I 
5 I 2 I 0 I 1 I 1 ] 
55.6 I 22.2 I 0 I 11.1 I 11.1 1 
8.5 I 11.8 I 0 I 25.0 I 33.3 1 
5.6 I 2.2 I 0 I 1.1 I 1.1 ] 
6 I 2 I 0 I 0 I o : 
75.0 I 25.0 I 0 I 0 I o : 
10.2 I 11.8 I 0 I 0 I 0 
6.7 I 
8 I 
2.2 I 
1 I 
0 I 
1 I 
0 I 
1 I 
0 
0 
72.7 I 9.1 I 9.1 I 9.1 I 0 
13.6 I 5.9 I 16.7 I 25.0 I 0 
9.0 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 
4 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 0 
66.7 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 
6.8 I 5.9 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 
4.5 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
9 
10.1 
8 
9.0 
11 
12.4 
6 
6.7 HEALTH SCIENCE 
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I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I- 
11 
73.3 
18.6 
12.4 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
13.3 
11.8 
2.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
6.7 
16.7 
1.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 
6.7 
33.3 
1.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
15 
16.9 
I 5 I 4 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 50.0 I 40.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 0 I 11.2 
I 8.5 I 23.5 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.6 I 4.5 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- — -I- — -I- — -I- -X- — -I 
I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 50.0 I 33.3 I 0 I 0 I 16.7 I 6.7 
I 5.1 I 11.8 I 0 I 0 I 33.3 I 
I 3.4 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 
I 
6 
66.7 
10.2 
6.7 
2 
22.2 
11.8 
2.2 
1 
11.1 
25.0 
1.1 
NURSING 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
9 
10.1 
-I- 
I 5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.6 
I 8.5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.6 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
— T- 
-I- x— -X— -X— -x I 
59 17 6 4 3 89 
66.3 19.1 6.7 4.5 3.4 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8897 
Table 127 
Topic: Computer Assisted Instruction 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
ART & HUMANITIES 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
3 
37.5 
7.3 
3.7 
1 
12.5 
5.3 
1.2 
2 
25.0 
22.2 
2.5 
1 
12.5 
16. 7 
1.2 
l 
12.5 
20.0 
1.2 
-I- 
I 2 I 3 I 1 I 0 I 2 
I 25.0 I 37.5 I 12.5 I 0 I 25.0 
I 4.9 I 15.8 I 11.1 I 0 I 40.0 
I 2.5 I 3.7 I 1.2 I 0 I 2.5 
-I- 
3 
60.0 
7.3 
3.7 
2 
40.0 
10.5 
2.5 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
8 
10.0 
8 
10.0 
5 
6.3 
-I- ■I- -I- -I- ■I— ■I 
I 6 I 2 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 11 
I 54.5 I 18.2 I 18.2 I 9.1 I 0 I 13.7 
I 14.6 I 10.5 I 22.2 I 16. 7 I 0 I 
I 7.5 I 2.5 I 2.5 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 6 
I 50.0 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 7.5 
I 7.3 I 10.5 I 11.1 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.7 I 2.5 I 1.2 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I- -I— -I 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
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LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
5 I 3 I 2 I 1 I 2 I 13 
38.5 I 23.1 I 15.4 I 7.7 I 15.4 I 16.2 
12.2 I 15.8 I 22.2 I 16.7 I 40.0 I 
6.3 I 3. 7 I 2.5 I 1.2 I 2.5 I 
5 I 3 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 9 
55.6 I 33.3 I 11.1 I 0 I 0 I 11.2 
12.2 I 15.8 I 11.1 I 0 I 0 I 
6.3 I 
_ T 
3.7 I 1.2 I 
„T 
0 I 0 I 
3 
1 
i 2 
1 
I 0 
1 
I 1 I 0 I 6 
50.0 i 33.3 I 0 I 16.7 I 0 I 7.5 
7.3 i 10.5 I 0 I 16.7 I 0 I 
3.7 i 2.5 I 0 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 6 I 1 I 0 I 2 I 0 I 9 
SCIENCEI 66.7 I 11.1 I 0 I 22.2 I 0 I 11.2 
I 14.6 I 5.3 I 0 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 7.5 I 1.2 I 0 I 2.5 I 0 I 
-I- 
NURSING I 
I 
I 
-I 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
5 
100.0 
12.2 
6.3 
41 
51.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
19 
23.8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 
11.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
5 
6.3 
80 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .7491 
Table 128 
Topic: Computer Managed Instruction 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I i 1 j 
-1-1-j-j-i 
I 4 I 31 21 II 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 40.0 I 30.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 
I 7.7 I 15.0 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 
I 4.6 I 3.4 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 
-I- I 
I 3 I 3 I 2 I 1 I 
ART 4 HUMANITIES I 33.3 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 11.1 I 
I 3.8 I 15.0 I 16. 7 I 33.3 I 
I 
T 
3.4 I 
. T 
3.4 I 
• T — 
2.3 I 
„T 
1.1 I 
.T 1 
I 6 
J- 
I 1 
1 
i 1 
I 
I 0 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 75.0 I 12.5 i 12.5 I 0 I 
I 11.5 I 5.0 i 8.3 I 0 I 
I 6.9 I 1. 1 i 1.1 I 0 I 
-T- _ 
I 7 I 1 i 2 I 0 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 70.0 I 10.0 i 20.0 I 0 I 
I 13.5 I 5.0 i 16.7 I 0 I 
I 8.0 I 1.1 i 2.3 I 0 I 
I- 
I 6 I 0 i 1 I 0 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 85.7 I 0 i 14.3 I 0 I 
I 11.5 I 0 i 8.3 I 0 I 
I 6.9 I 0 i 1.1 I 0 I 
-I- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.5 
9 
10.3 
8 
9.2 
10 
11.5 
7 
8.0 
340 
-I— 
I 
-X— 
9 I 3 I 2 I 0 I 14 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 64.3 I 21.4 I 14.3 I 0 I 16.1 
I 17.3 I 15.0 I 16.7 I 0 I 
I 10.3 I 3.4 I 2.3 I 0 I 
I— 
I 6 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 60.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 11.5 
I 11.5 I 10.0 I 16.7 I 0 I 
I 6.9 I 2.3 I 2.3 I 0 I 
•1 
I 3 I 2 I 0 I 1 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 50.0 I 33.3 I 0 I 16.7 I 6.9 
I 5.8 I 10.0 I 0 I 33.3 I 
I 3.4 I 2.3 I 0 I 1.1 I 
T 
I 5 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 8 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 62.5 I 37.5 I 0 I 0 I 9.2 
I 9.6 I 15.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.7 I 3.4 I Q I 0 I 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 0 I 0 I 5.7 
I 5.8 I 10.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.4 I 2.3 I 0 I 0 I 
— T - x_ 
-x- 1- 1 _ __——x 
COLUMN 52 20 12 3 87 
TOTAL 59.8 23.0 13.8 3.4 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8274 
Table 129 
Topic: Existing Computer Instructional Materials 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
SOCIAL & 
ART & HUMANITIES 
-1- 
I 
BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
3 
30.0 
8.8 
3.4 
3 
37.5 
8.8 
3.4 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
I 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
5 
50.0 
17.2 
5.7 
2 
25.0 
6.9 
2.3 
1 
10.0 
6.7 
1.1 
2 
25.0 
13.3 
2.3 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
10.0 
20.0 
1.1 
1 
12.5 
20.0 
1.1 
I 
•I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
6 
60.0 
17.6 
6.9 
2 
28.6 
5.9 
2.3 
2 
20.0 
6.9 
2.3 
2 
28.6 
6.9 
2.3 
2 
20.0 
13.3 
2.3 
3 
42.9 
20.0 
3.4 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.5 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
8 
9.2 
-I- ■I 
I 5 I 1 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 8 
DISORI 62.5 I 12.5 I 25.0 I 0 I 0 I 9.2 
I 14.7 I 3.4 I 13.3 I 0 I 0 I 
I 5.7 I 1.1 I 2.3 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
10 
11.5 
7 
8.0 HEALTH SCIENCE 
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I 6 I 5 I 1 I 0 I 1 I 13 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 46.2 I 38.5 I 7.7 I 0 I 7.7 I 14.9 
I 17.6 I 17.2 I 6.7 I 0 I 25.0 I 
I 6.9 I 5.7 I 1.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I — 
I 0 I 5 I 2 I 2 I 1 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 0 I 50.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 11.5 
I 0 I 17.2 I 13.3 I 40.0 I 25.0 I 
I 0 I 5.7 I 2.3 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 
T 1 
i 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 50.0 I 33.3 I 0 I 0 I 16.7 I 6.9 
I 8.8 I 6.9 I 0 I 0 I 25.0 I 
I 3.4 I 2.3 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 
T- 
I 4 I 2 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 10 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 40.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 11.5 
I 11.8 I 6.9 I 13.3 I 20.0 I 25.0 I 
I 4.6 I 2.3 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 40.0 I 60.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.7 
I 5.9 I 10.3 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 2.3 I 3.4 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
— T - -X- -x_ 
-1- ▼ _ T J. 1 1 
COLUMN 34 29 15 5 4 87 
TOTAL 39.1 33.3 17.2 5.7 4.6 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .6787 
Table 130 
Topic: Writing Your Own Computer Instructional Materials 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
SOCIAL & 
-x. 
I 
BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I- 
ART & HUMANITIES 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
I 
11.1 
6.3 
1.2 
1 
11. 1 
6.3 
1.2 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
I 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
3 
33.3 
12.0 
3.5 
4 
44.4 
16.0 
4.7 
3 
33.3 
12.0 
3.5 
3 
33.3 
12.0 
3.5 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
11.1 
12.5 
1.2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
1 
10.0 
6.3 
1.2 
2 
33.3 
12.5 
2.4 
4 
40.0 
16.0 
4.7 
1 
16.7 
4.0 
1.2 
2 
20.0 
8.0 
2.4 
3 
50.0 
12.0 
3.5 
1 
10.0 
12.5 
1.2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
-1 
1 I 
11.1 I 
9.1 1 
1.2 I 
—I 
1 I 
11.1 I 
9.1 I 
1.2 I 
I 
-I- 
I 2 I 2 I 3 I 1 I 0 
DISORI 25.0 I 25.0 I 37.5 I 12.5 I 0 
I 12.5 I 8.0 I 12.0 I 12.5 I 0 
I 2.4 I 2.4 I 3.5 I 1.2 I 0 
-I- 
2 
20.0 
18.2 
2.4 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
9 
10.6 
9 
10.6 
8 
9.4 
10 
11.8 
6 
7.1 
344 
I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I — 
1 I 
7.1 I 
6.3 I 
1.2 I 
3 I 
21.4 I 
12.0 I 
3.5 I 
4 I 
28.6 I 
16.0 I 
4.7 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
6 I 
42.9 I 
54.5 I 
7.1 I 
14 
16.5 
I 1 I 2 I 3 I 2 I 1 I 9 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 11.1 I 22.2 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 11.1 I 10.6 
I 6.3 I 8.0 I 12.0 I 25.0 I 9.1 I 
I 1.2 I 2.4 I 3.5 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 
JL X A. J. X 
I 2 I 1 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 33.3 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 7.1 
I 12.5 I 4.0 I 8.0 I 12.5 I 0 I 
I 2.4 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 0 I 
T T T T T T 
I 2 I 3 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 9 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 22.2 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 22.2 I 0 I 10.6 
I 12.5 I 12.0 I 8.0 I 25.0 I 0 I 
I 2.4 I 3.5 I 2.4 I 2.4 I 0 I 
i — l- — j. j. 
I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.9 
I 18.8 I 8.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.5 I 2.4 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- -!- -X- -1- -1- -1 
COLUMN 16 25 25 8 11 85 
TOTAL 18.8 29.4 29.4 9.4 12.9 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .4993 
Table 131 
Topic: Use of the Computer in Advising 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I I I I I 
1
 
M
 M
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
4 I 
i i i i 
O
' 
1 i 
M
 
M
 1 1 
0 I 0 I 1 I 11 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 36.4 I 54.5 I 0 I 0 I 9.1 I 12.0 
I 6.9 I 31.6 I 0 I 0 I 50.0 I 
I 4.3 I 6.5 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 
T — 
I 7 I I I 2 I 0 I 0 I 10 
ART & HUMANITIES I 70.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 1 0 I 0 I 10.9 
I 12.1 I 5.3 I 22.2 I 0 I 0 I 
I 7.6 I 1.1 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 
_ 
-I- 
I 3 I 5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I- 
- I 
37.5 I 
5.2 I 
3.3 I 
10 I 
62.5 I 
26.3 I 
5.4 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
8.7 
10 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 10.9 
I 17.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 10.9 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 3 I 1 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 6 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 50.0 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 0 I 0 I 6.5 
I 5.2 I 5.3 I 22.2 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.3 I 1.1 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 
-I 1-1-1-1-1 
346 
LANGUAGE & LIT 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN 
-I- ■I 
I 13 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 15 
I 86.7 I 6.7 I 0 I 0 I 6.7 I 16.3 
I 22.4 I 5.3 I 0 I 0 I 50.0 I 
I 14.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 5 I 1 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 10 
1 I 50.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 10.9 
I 8.6 I 5.3 I 22.2 I 50.0 I 0 I 
I 5.4 I 1.1 I 2.2 I 2.2 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I- -I 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
4 
66. 7 
6.9 
4.3 
I 
16.7 
5.3 
1.1 
1 
16.7 
25.0 
1.1 
NURSING 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
4 
80.0 
6.9 
4.3 
58 
63.0 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
1 
20.0 
5.3 
1.1 
19 
20.7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 
9.8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
4.3 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0213 
Table 132 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
6 
6.5 
-I- 
I 5 I 2 I 3 I 1 I 0 I 11 
SCIENCEI 45.5 I 18.2 I 27.3 I 9.1 I 0 I 12.0 
I 8.6 I 10.5 I 33.3 I 25.0 I 0 I 
I 5.4 I 2.2 I 3.3 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-I- 
5 
5.4 
92 
100.0 
Topic: Word Processing 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
-1- I 
I 3 I 4 I 3 I 0 I l I 11 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 27.3 I 36.4 I 27.3 I 0 I 9.1 I 11.7 
I 10.3 I 12.9 I 11.5 I 0 I 16. 7 I 
I 3.2 I 4.3 I 3.2 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
I 4 I 4 I 1 I l I 0 I 10 
ART & HUMANITIES I 40.0 I 40.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 10.6 
I 13.8 I 12.9 I 3.8 I 50.0 I 0 I 
I 4.3 I 4.3 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
3 
37.5 
10.3 
3.2 
2 
25.0 
6.5 
2.1 
3 
37.5 
11.5 
3.2 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
I 
-I— 
2 
33.3 
6.9 
2.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I— 
3 
50.0 
9.7 
3.2 
1 
16.7 
3.8 
1.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8 
8.5 
7 I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 12 
58.3 I 25.0 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 I 12.8 
24.1 I 9.7 I 7.7 I 0 I 0 I 
7.4 I 3.2 I 2.1 I 0 I 0 I 
6 
6.4 HEALTH SCIENCE 
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LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I- •I 
I 4 I 4 I 4 I 0 I 2 I 14 
I 28.6 I 28.6 I 28.6 I 0 I 14.3 I 14.9 
I 13.8 I 12.9 I 15.4 I 0 I 33.3 I 
I 4.3 I 4.3 I 4.3 I 0 I 2.1 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 3 I 6 I 0 I 1 I 10 
& URBAN I 0 I 30.0 I 60.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 10.6 
I 0 I 9.7 I 23.1 I 0 I 16.7 I 
I 0 I 3.2 I 6.4 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I— -I- -I 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 
I 
NURSING 
2 I 
28.6 I 
6.9 I 
2.1 I 
-x_ 
2 I 
18.2 I 
6.9 I 
2.1 I 
1 I 
14.3 I 
3.2 I 
1.1 I 
-1- 
4 I 
36.4 I 
12.9 I 
4.3 I 
3 I 
42.9 I 
11.5 I 
3.2 I 
-X- 
3 I 
27.3 I 
11.5 I 
3.2 I 
1 I 
14.3 I 
50.0 I 
1.1 I 
-1- 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
18.2 
33.3 
2.1 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
29 
30.9 
31 
33.0 
26 
27.7 
2 
2.1 
6 
6.4 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5240 
Table 133 
7 
7.4 
11 
11.7 
-I- 
I 2 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
I 40.0 I 60.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.3 
I 6.9 I 9.7 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 2.1 I 3.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- 
94 
100.0 
Topic: Different Types of Computers 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-1- 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
ART & HUMANITIES 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
4 
40.0 
11.1 
4.7 
4 
40.0 
15.4 
4. 7 
l 
10.0 
9.1 
1.2 
1 
10.0 
20.0 
1.2 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.8 
■I 
5 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 7 
71.4 I 14.3 I 0 I 0 I 14.3 I 8.2 
13.9 I 3.8 I 0 I 0 I 20.0 I 
5.9 I 1.2 I 0 I 0 I 1.2 I 
5 
62.5 
13.9 
5.9 
8 
72.7 
22.2 
9.4 
1 
20.0 
2.8 
3 
37.5 
11.5 
3.5 
1 
9.1 
3.8 
1.2 
3 
60.0 
11.5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
18.2 
18.2 
2.4 
1 
20.0 
9.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8 
9.4 
11 
12.9 
5 
5.9 HEALTH SCIENCE 
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-I- 
I 6 I 0 I 3 I 3 I 2 I 14 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 42.9 I 0 I 21.4 I 21.4 I 14.3 I 16.5 
I 16.7 I 0 I 27.3 I 42.9 I 40.0 I 
I 7.1 I 0 I 3.5 I 3.5 I 2.4 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 4 I 2 I 1 I 1 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 20.0 I 40.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 11.8 
I 5.6 I 15.4 I 18.2 I 14.3 I 20.0 I 
I 
-I- 
I 
2.4 I 4.7 I 
_ _ _x 
2.4 I 1.2 I 
2 I 
1.2 I 
2 I 2 I 
J 
0 I 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 33.3 I 33.3 I 0 I 33.3 I 0 I 7.1 
I 5.6 I 7.7 I 0 I 28.6 I 0 I 
I 2.4 I 2.4 I 0 I 2.4 I 0 I 
T 
I 3 I 3 I 2 I 1 I 0 I 9 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 33.3 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 11.1 I 0 I 10.6 
I 8.3 I 11.5 I 18.2 I 14.3 I 0 I 
I 3.5 I 3.5 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.9 
I 0 I 19.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 0 I 5.9 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
— T- 1 
COLUMN 36 26 11 7 5 85 
TOTAL 42.4 30.6 12.9 8.2 5.9 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .4080 
Table 134 
Topic: Types of Data Entry/Information Response 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I I i i 
-I-I-i-i-i-x 
I 3 1 5 1 0 1 II li 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 30.0 I 50.0 I 01 10.0 I 10.0 I 
I 7.0 I 20.0 I 0 1 16.7 I 16.7 I 
I 3.21 5.31 01 1.11 1.11 
-I-i-i-j-j-j 
I 51 21 21 01 II 
ART & HUMANITIES I 50.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 01 10.0 I 
I 11.6 I 8.0 I 14.3 I 01 16.7 I 
I 5.3 I 2.1 I 2.1 I 0 1 1.1 I 
-I-1-1-1-1-1 
I 61 21 01 01 01 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 75.01 25.01 01 01 01 
I 14.0 I 8.0 I 01 01 01 
I 6.4 I 2.1 I 01 01 01 
_X-x-x-1-i-j 
I 10 I II II 0 1 II 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 76.9 I 7.7 I 7.7 I 01 7.7 1 
I 23.3 I 4.0 I 7.1 I 01 16.7 I 
I 10.6 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 0 1 1.1 ] 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
-I- 
I 4 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 57.1 I 42.9 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 9.3 I 12.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 4.3 I 3.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 
-I- 
-I- -I— -1— -1— 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
10.6 
10 
10.6 
8 
8.5 
13 
13.8 
7 
7.4 
I 
352 
LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN 
MATH & 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 
I 
NURSING 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
-x_ 
6 I 
42.9 I 
14.0 I 
6.4 I 
-j. 
1 I 
10.0 I 
2.3 I 
1.1 I 
-1- 
3 I 
21.4 I 
12.0 I 
3.2 I 
-X_ 
2 I 
20.0 I 
8.0 I 
2.1 I 
-X- 
2 I 
14.3 I 
14.3 I 
2.1 I 
-X- 
4 I 
40.0 I 
28.6 I 
4.3 I 
-1- 
2 I 
14.3 I 
33.3 I 
2.1 I 
-X- 
2 I 
20.0 I 
33.3 I 
2.1 I 
3 I 
30.0 I 
7.0 I 
3.2 I 
3 I 
30.0 I 
12.0 I 
3.2 I 
3 I 
30.0 I 
21.4 I 
3.2 I 
-1 
1 I 
7.1 I 
16.7 I 
1.1 I 
-1 
1 I 
10.0 I 
16.7 I 
1.1 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 1 
sen 28.6 I 28.6 I 28.6 I 0 I 14.3 
I 4.7 I 8.0 I 14.3 I 0 I 16.7 
I 2.1 I 2.1 I 2.1 I 0 I 1.1 
-I- 
1 I 
10.0 I 
16.7 I 
1.1 I 
I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
I 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 60.0 I 40.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 7.0 I 8.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 3.2 I 2.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 
-I- 
43 
45.7 
25 
26.6 
14 
14.9 
6 
6.4 
6 
6.4 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0855 
Table 135 
Topic: Familiarity with How Computers are Programmed 
14 
14.9 
10 
10.6 
7 
7.4 
10 
10.6 
5 
5.3 
94 
100.0 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I I I x 
-X-i-1-x-x-x 
4 I 5 I 0 I 1 I 0 
40.0 I 50.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 0 
11.8 I 16.7 I 0 I 14.3 I 0 
4.3 I 5.4 I 0 I 1.1 I 0 
4 I 3 I 2 I 0 I 1 
40.0 I 30.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 10.0 
11.8 I 10.0 I 14.3 I 0 I 14.3 
4.3 I 3.3 I 2.2 I 0 I 1.1 
6 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 0 
75.0 I 25.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
17.6 I 6. 7 I 0 I 0 I 0 
6.5 I 2.2 I 0 I 0 I 0 
8 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 1 
72. 7 I 9.1 I 9. 1 I 0 I 9.1 
. 23.5 I 3.3 I 7.1 I 0 I 14.3 
8.7 I 1.1 I 1. 1 I 0 I 1.1 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 
I
I 
-I 
I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 
I 
I 
-I 
3 1 4 1 
42.9 I 57.1 I 
8.8 I 13.3 I 
3.3 I 4.3 I 
0 I 0 I o : 
0 I 0 I o : 
0 I 0 I 0 
1 
o
 
i hH
 
M
 
1 1 1 1 
0 I 
-I- 
0 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
10.9 
10 
10.9 
8 
8.7 
II 
12.0 
7 
7.6 
354 
LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
4 
28.6 
11.8 
4.3 
3 
21.4 
10.0 
3.3 
3 
21.4 
21.4 
3.3 
2 
14.3 
28.6 
2.2 
2 
14.3 
28.6 
2.2 
MANAGEMENT & 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
NAT & 
1 
16.7 
2.9 
1.1 
3 
50.0 
10.0 
3.3 
1 
16.7 
14.3 
1.1 
1 
16.7 
14.3 
1.1 
NURSING 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
2 
40.0 
5.9 
2.2 
34 
37.0 
2 
40.0 
6.7 
2.2 
—X- 
30 
32.6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
14 
15.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
1 
20.0 
14.3 
1.1 
7 
7.6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 
7.6 
SIGNIFICANCE = .1480 
Table 136 
14 
15.2 
-I— 
I 0 I 4 I 3 I 2 I 1 I 10 
URBAN I 0 I 40.0 I 30.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 10.9 
I 0 I 13.3 I 21.4 I 28.6 I 14.3 I 
I 0 I 4.3 I 3.3 I 2.2 I 1.1 I 
-I— -I- -I- -I- -I- -I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
6 
6.5 
-I- 
I 2 I 3 I 5 I 0 I 1 I 11 
SCIENCEI 18.2 I 27.3 I 45.5 I 0 I 9.1 I 12.0 
I 5.9 I 10.0 I 35.7 I 0 I 14.3 I 
I 2.2 I 3.3 I 5.4 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- 
5 
5.4 
92 
100.0 
Topic: Learn to Program 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
SOCIAL & 
-!- 
I 
BEHAVIORALI 
I 
ART & HUMANITIES 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I- 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
3 
27.3 
9. 7 
3.3 
5 
45.5 
17.2 
5.6 
1 
9.1 
6.3 
1. 1 
l 
9.1 
16. 7 
1.1 
l 
9.1 
12.5 
1.1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
ll 
12.2 
-I- 
I 4 I 4 I 1 I 0 I 1 I 10 
I 40.0 I 40.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 11.1 
I 12.9 I 13.8 I 6. 3 I 0 I 12.5 I 
I 4.4 I 4.4 I 1.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I- -I 
3 
37.5 
9.7 
3.3 
6 
54.5 
19.4 
6.7 
2 
25.0 
6.9 
2.2 
1 
9.1 
3.4 
1.1 
2 
25.0 
12.5 
2.2 
2 
18.2 
12.5 
2.2 
1 
12.5 
12.5 
1.1 
2 
18.2 
25.0 
2.2 
-I- 
I 3 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 50.0 I 50.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 9.7 I 10.3 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 3.3 I 3.3 I 0 I 0 I 0 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
8 
8.9 
11 
12.2 
6 
6.7 
356 
LANGUAGE & LIT 
-I- 
I 3 I 4 I 4 I 1 I 2 I 14 
I 21.4 I 28.6 I 28.6 I 7.1 I 14.3 I 15.6 
I 9.7 I 13.8 I 25.0 I 16.7 I 25.0 I 
I 3.3 I 4.4 I 4.4 I 1.1 I 2.2 I 
-I- 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 
I 
NURSING 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
1 
11.1 
3.2 
1.1 
2 
33.3 
6.5 
2.2 
2 
20.0 
6.5 
2.2 
6 
66.7 
20. 7 
6.7 
I 
11.1 
6.3 
1.1 
1 
11.1 
16.7 
1.1 
1 
16.7 
3.4 
1.1 
3 
30.0 
10.3 
3.3 
2 
33.3 
12.5 
2.2 
3 
30.0 
18.8 
3.3 
2 
20.0 
33.3 
2.2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•I— 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
31 
34.4 
29 
32.2 
16 
17.8 
6 
6.7 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
1 I 
16.7 
12.5 
1.1 
-I- 
I 4 I 0 I 0 I 1 I o : 
I 80.0 I 0 I 0 I 20.0 I o : 
I 12.9 I 0 I 0 I 16. 7 I o : 
I 4.4 I 0 I 0 I 1.1 I 0 
-I- 
-I— -I— -I- -I— 
8 
8.9 
9 
10.0 
6 
6.7 
10 
11.1 
5 
5.6 
90 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5577 
Table 137 
Topic: Micro-Home Computers 
357 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
TOT PCT I I I I i 
SOCIAL & 
ART & HUMANITIES 
BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
3 
33.3 
14.3 
3.7 
3 
37.5 
14.3 
3.7 
2 
22.2 
9.5 
2.5 
2 
25.0 
9.5 
2.5 
3 
33.3 
11.1 
3.7 
2 
25.0 
7.4 
2.5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
12.5 
14.3 
1.2 
1 
11.1 
20.0 
1.2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
ROW 
TOTAL 
9 
11.1 
4 
36.4 
19.0 
4.9 
3 
27.3 
14.3 
3.7 
2 
18.2 
7.4 
2.5 
2 
18.2 
40.0 
2.5 
8 
9.9 
-I- ■I 
I 2 I 2 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 7 
DISORI 28.6 I 28.6 I 42.9 I 0 I 0 I 8.6 
I 9.5 I 9.5 I 11.1 I 0 I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 2.5 I 3.7 I 0 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I- -I— -I— -I 
11 
13.6 
0 I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 5 
0 I 60.0 I 40.0 I 0 I 0 I 6.2 
0 I 14.3 I 7.4 I 0 I 0 I 
0 I 3.7 I 2.5 I 0 I 0 I 
-X— -1 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
358 
-I-- 
I 2 I 2 I 6 I 1 I 1 I 12 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 16.7 I 16.7 I 50.0 I 8.3 I 8.3 I 14.8 
I 9.5 I 9.5 I 22.2 I 14.3 I 20.0 I 
I 2.5 I 2.5 I 7.4 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 
-I — 
I 2 I 3 I 4 I 0 I 0 I 9 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 22.2 I 33.3 I 44.4 I 0 I 0 I 11.1 
I 9.5 I 14.3 I 14.8 I 0 I 0 I 
I 
-I- 
I 
2.5 I 
1 I 
3.7 I 
2 I 
4.9 I 0 I 
2 I 
0 I 
0 I 1 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 16.7 I 33.3 I 0 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 7.4 
I 4.8 I 9.5 I 0 I 28.6 I 20.0 I 
I 1.2 I 2.5 I 0 I 2.5 I 1.2 I 
T - 
I 1 I 0 I 5 I 3 I 0 I 9 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 11.1 I 0 I 55.6 I 33.3 I 0 I 11.1 
I 4.8 I 0 I 18.5 I 42.9 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 0 I 6.2 I 3.7 I 0 I 
_ 
-I- 
I 3 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 6.2 
I 14.3 I 9.5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.7 I 2.5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
T _ 
- T- X- _______ T. -r ▼ 
*1“ ——“l" 1 
COLUMN 21 21 27 7 5 81 
TOTAL 25.9 25.9 33.3 8.6 6.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .2703 
Table 138 
Topic: Videodisk and Computers 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
SOCIAL & 
ART 6 HUMANITIES 
- 
I 
BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
2 
22.2 
5.9 
2.3 
6 
60.0 
17.6 
6.8 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
I 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG ROW 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE TOTAL 
3 
33.3 
13.6 
3.4 
2 
20.0 
9.1 
2.3 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
11.1 
5.0 
1.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
22.2 
28.6 
2.3 
1 
10.0 
14.3 
1.1 
I 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
7 
58.3 
20.6 
8.0 
1 
20.0 
2.9 
1.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I— 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I— 
1 
8.3 
4.5 
1.1 
1 
20.0 
4.5 
1.1 
2 
16. 7 
10.0 
2.3 
3 
60.0 
15.0 
3.4 
1 
11.1 
20.0 
1.1 
1 
10.0 
20.0 
1.1 
-I- 
I 3 I 5 I 0 I 0 I 0 
DISORI 37.5 I 62.5 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 8.8 I 22. 7 I 0 I 0 I 0 
I 3.4 I 5.7 I 0 I 0 I 0 
-I- 
1 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
16. 7 
40.0 
2.3 
■I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
■I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
9 
10.2 
10 
11.4 
8 
9.1 
12 
13.6 
5 
5.7 
360 
I 4 I 3 I 5 I 1 I 0 I 13 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 30.8 I 23.1 I 38.5 I 7.7 I 0 I 14.8 
I II.8 I 13.6 I 25.0 I 14.3 I 0 I 
I 4.5 I 3.4 I 5.7 I 1.1 I 0 I 
-I — 
I 3 I 4 I 3 I 0 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 30.0 I 40.0 I 30.0 I 0 I 0 I 11.4 
I 8.8 I 18.2 I 15.0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 
— T —- 
3.4 I 
3 I 
4.5 I 
2 I 
3.4 I 0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
i. 
i 
_ j 
1 I 1 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 42.9 I 28.6 I 14.3 I 0 I 14.3 I 8.0 
I 8.8 I 9.1 I 5.0 I 0 I 20.0 I 
I 3.4 I 2.3 I 1.1 I 0 I 1.1 I 
T- 
I 1 I 0 I 5 I 3 I 0 I 9 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 11.1 I 0 I 55.6 I 33.3 I 0 I 10.2 
I 2.9 I 0 I 25.0 I 42.9 I 0 I 
I 1.1 I 0 I 5.7 I 3.4 I 0 I 
-I 
I 4 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 80.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5.7 
I 11.8 I 4.5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 4.5 I 1.1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
— T — -1- -X- j -x 1 -1" i- 
COLUMN 34 22 20 7 5 88 
TOTAL 38.6 25.0 22.7 8.0 5.7 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0337 
Table 139 
Topic: Communication Links Through the Computers 
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COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
MOSTLY NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
AGREE NO OPIN DISAGRE D1SAGRE 
-1- 
I 1 I 3 I 2 I 1 I 1 
SOCIAL 6 BEHAVIORALI 12.5 I 37.5 I 25.0 I 12.5 I 12.5 
I 8.3 I 13.6 I 8.3 I 8.3 I 10.0 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 2.5 I 1.2 I 1.2 
-I 
I 5 I 1 I 0 I 2 I 0 
ART & HUMANITIES I 62.5 I 12.5 I 0 I 25.0 I 0 
I 41.7 I 4.5 I 0 I 16. 7 I 0 
I 6.3 I 1.2 I 0 I 2.5 I 0 
-1 
I 2 I 2 I 4 I 0 I 0 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 25.0 I 25.0 I 50.0 I 0 I 0 
I 16. 7 I 9. 1 I 16.7 I 0 I 0 
I 2.5 I 2.5 I 5.0 I 0 I 0 
-I- 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
1 
11. 1 
8.3 
1.2 
3 
33.3 
13.6 
3.7 
2 
22.2 
8.3 
2.5 
2 
22.2 
16. 7 
2.5 
1 
11.1 
10.0 
1.2 
I 1 I 1 I 3 I 0 I i : 
I 16. 7 I 16.7 I 50.0 I 0 I 16.7 : 
I 8.3 I 4.5 I 12.5 I 0 I 10.0 
I 
I- 
1.2 I 
-I- 
1.2 I 
-I- 
3.7 I 
-I- 
0 I 1.2 
ROW 
TOTAL 
8 
10.0 
8 
10.0 
8 
10.0 
9 
11.2 
6 
7.5 HEALTH SCIENCE 
362 
-I— 
I 1 I 1 I 4 I 4 I 1 I 11 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 9.1 I 9.1 I 36.4 I 36.4 I 9.1 I 13.7 
I 8.3 I 4.5 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 10.0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 5.0 I 5.0 I 1.2 I 
-I — 
I 1 I 1 I 5 I 1 I 2 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 100.0 I 50.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 12.5 
I 8.3 I 4.5 I 20.8 I 8.3 I 20.0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 6.3 I 1.2 I 2.5 I 
_ T 1 
I 0 I 2 I 2 I 0 I 2 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 0 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 0 I 33.3 I 7.5 
I 0 I 9.1 I 8.3 I 0 I 20.0 I 
I 0 I 2.5 I 2.5 I 0 I 2.5 I 
-T 
I 0 I 3 I 2 I 2 I 2 I 9 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 0 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 22.2 I 22.2 I 11.2 
I 0 I 13.6 I 8.3 I 16.7 I 20.0 I 
I 0 I 3.7 I 2.5 I 2.5 I 2.5 I 
I- 
I 0 I 5 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 6.3 
I 0 I 22.7 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I 0 I 6.3 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
— T- r _—-T- y i. 1 i- 1 
COLUMN 12 22 24 12 10 80 
TOTAL 15.0 27.5 30.0 15.0 12.5 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0422 
Table 140 
Topic: Artificial Intelligence 
363 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG 
COL PCT IAGREE 
TOT PCT I 
-X- 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
MOSTLY 
AGREE 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
ART & HUMANITIES 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
3 
30.0 
13.6 
3.5 
4 
40.0 
18.2 
4.7 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
20.0 
7.7 
2.3 
5 
50.0 
19.2 
5.8 
I 
•I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
20.0 
9.5 
2.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
I 
■I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
2 
20.0 
20.0 
2.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
I 
I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
2 
20.0 
9.1 
2.3 
2 
33.3 
9.1 
2.3 
3 
30.0 
11.5 
3.5 
2 
33.3 
7.7 
2.3 
3 
30.0 
14.3 
3.5 
1 
16.7 
4.8 
1.2 
1 
10.0 
10.0 
1.2 
1 
16. 7 
10.0 
1.2 
-X 
1 I 
10.0 I 
14.3 I 
1.2 
1 
10.0 
14.3 
1.2 
-I- 
I 1 I 1 I 6 I 0 I 0 
DISORI 12.5 I 12.5 I 75.0 I 0 I 0 
I 4.5 I 3.8 I 28.6 I 0 I 0 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 7.0 I 0 I 0 
-I- -I- -I- -I— -I— 
1 
10.0 
14.3 
1.2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
ROW 
TOTAL 
10 
11.6 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
■I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
10 
11.6 
8 
9.3 
10 
11.6 
6 
7.0 
364 
I 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I — 
1 I 
9.1 I 
4.5 I 
1.2 I 
1 I 
9.1 I 
3.8 I 
1.2 I 
5 I 
45.5 I 
23.8 I 
5.8 I 
1 I 
9.1 I 
10.0 I 
1.2 I 
3 I 
27.3 I 
42.9 I 
3.5 I 
11 
12.8 
I 3 I 4 I 1 I 2 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 30.0 I 40.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 11.6 
I 13.6 I 15.4 I 4.8 I 20.0 I 0 I 
I 3.5 I 4.7 I 1.2 I 2.3 I 0 I 
— T—. 1 
I 0 I 2 I 1 I 2 I 1 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 0 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 7.0 
I 0 I 7.7 I 4.8 I 20.0 I 14.3 I 
I 0 I 2.3 I 1.2 I 2.3 I 1.2 I 
T_ 
I 3 I 5 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 10 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 30.0 I 50.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 11.6 
I 13.6 I 19.2 I 4.8 I 10.0 I 0 I 
I 3.5 I 5.8 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 0 I 
_ 
-I- 
I 3 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 5.8 
I 13.6 I 3.8 I 4.8 I 0 I 0 I 
I 3.5 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 0 I 0 I 
— T - _______T — . T- T _ j 1 1 1 1 J 
COLUMN 22 26 21 10 7 86 
TOTAL 25.6 30.2 24.4 11.6 8.1 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .1915 
Table 141 
Topic: Graphics 
365 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISTRONG MOSTLY 
COL PCT IAGREE AGREE 
TOT PCT I I 
-X-x- 
I 3 1 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 33.3 I 
I 11.5 I 
I 3.6 1 
NEUTRAL MOSTLY STRONG 
NO OPIN DISAGRE DISAGRE 
1 
11.1 
9. 1 
1.2 
3 
33.3 
10.3 
3.6 
1 
11.1 
11.1 
1.2 
1 
11.1 
11.1 
1.2 
ROW 
TOTAL 
9 
10.7 
ART & HUMANITIES 
-I- 
I 4 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 0 I 10 
I 40.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 30.0 I 0 I 11.9 
I 15.4 I 9.1 I 6.9 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 4.8 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 3.6 I 0 I 
-I- 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I- 
1 I 1 I 5 I 0 I 1 I 8 
12.5 I 12.5 I 62.5 I 0 I 12.5 I 9.5 
3.8 I 9.1 I 17.2 I 0 I 11.1 I 
1.2 I 
-I- 
I 
1.2 I 
2 I 
6.0 I 
3 I 
0 I 1.2 I 
4 0 I 1 I 10 
40.0 I 20.0 I 30.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 11.9 
15.4 I 18.2 I 10.3 I 0 I 11.1 I 
4.8 I 2.4 I 3.6 I 0 I 1.2 I 
3 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 1 I 6 
50.0 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 0 I 16.7 I 7.1 
11.5 I 9.1 I 3.4 I 0 I 11.1 I 
3.6 I 1.2 I 1.2 I 0 I 1.2 I 
366 
-I- 
I 4 I 11 4 1 2 I 2 I 13 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 30.8 I 7.7 I 30.8 I 15.4 I 15.4 1 15.5 
I 15.4 I 9.1 I 13.8 I 22.2 I 22.2 I 
I 4.8 I 1.2 I 4.8 I 2.4 I 2.4 I 
-I- 
I 1 I 2 1 3 1 2 I 1 1 9 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 11.1 I 22.2 I 33.3 I 22.2 I 11.1 I 10.7 
I 3.8 I 18.2 I 10.3 I 22.2 I 11.1 I 
I 
— T — 
1.2 I 2.4 I 3.6 I 2.4 I 
1 I 
1.2 I 
i 
i 2 I 11 2 1 0 I 6 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 33.3 I 16.7 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 0 I 7.1 
I 7.7 I 9.1 I 6.9 I 11.1 I 0 I 
I 2.4 I 1.2 I 2.4 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-T- _ 
I 0 I 11 5 1 0 I 2 I 8 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 0 I 12.5 I 62.5 I 0 I 25.0 I 9.5 
I 0 I 9.1 I 17.2 I 0 I 22.2 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 6.0 I 0 I 2.4 I 
-I- 
I 4 I 0 1 11 0 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 80.0 I 0 I 20.0 I 0 I 0 I 6.0 
I 15.4 I 01 3.4 I 0 I 0 I 
I 4.8 I 01 1.2 I 0 I 0 I 
— T - 
-1-1- j ... — ——T JL 1 1 
COLUMN 26 11 29 9 9 84 
TOTAL 31.0 13.1 34.5 10. 7 10.7 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .7382 
Table 142 
Topic: Trends - The Future of Computers in Society 
367 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT III 
-!-i-j 
I 5 1 7 1 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 41.7 I 58.3 I 
I 12.8 I 11.1 j 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-X 1-j 
I 7 1 5 1 
ART & HUMANITIES I 58.3 I 41.7 I 
I 17.9 I 7.9 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
_I-x-x 
I 3 1 5 1 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 37.5 I 62.5 I 
I 7.7 I 7.9 I 
I 2.9 I 4.9 I 
-I-1-1 
I 4 1 9 1 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 30.8 I 69.2 I 
I 10.3 I 14.3 
I 3.9 I 8.8 
-I-1- 
I 4 1 4 
I 50.0 I 50.0 
I 10.3 I 6.3 
I 3.9 I 3.9 
-X-1- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.82 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 HEALTH SCIENCE 
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-I- I— I 
I 4 I 11 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 26. 7 I 73.3 I 14.7 
I 10.3 I 17.5 I 
I 3.9 I 10.8 I 
-I- •I— ■I 
I 3 I 7 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 30.0 I 70.0 I 9.8 
I 7.7 I 11.1 I 
I 2.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85.7 I 6.9 
I 2.6 I 9.5 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 6 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 50.0 I 50.0 I 11.8 
I 15.4 I 9.5 I 
I 5.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 3 I 5 
NURSING I 40.0 I 60.0 I 4.9 
I 5.1 I 4.8 I 
I 2.0 I 2.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 39 63 102 
TOTAL 38.2 61.8 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .6955 
Table 143 
Type of Presentation - Formal 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 7 I 5 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 38.3 I 41.7 I 
, 1 9.9 I 16.1 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- •I- •I 
I 5 I 7 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 41.7 I 58.3 I 
I 7.0 I 22.6 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 7 I 1 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 87.5 I 12.5 I 
I 9.9 I 3.2 I 
I 6.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 9 I 4 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 69.2 I 30.8 I 
I 12.7 I 12.9 I 
I 8.8 I 3.9 I 
-I- 
I 4 I 4 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 5.6 I 12.9 I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
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-I- ■I- •I 
I 14 I 1 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 93.3 I 6.7 I 14.7 
I 19.7 I 3.2 I 
I 13.7 I 1.0 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 7 I 3 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 70.0 I 30.0 I 9.8 
I 9.9 I 9.7 I 
I 6.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 1 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 85.7 I 14.3 I 6.9 
I 8.5 I 3.2 I 
I 5.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 7 I 5 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 58.3 I 41.7 I 11.8 
I 9.9 I 16.1 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 100.0 I 0 I 4.9 
I 7.0 I 0 I 
I 4.9 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 71 31 102 
TOTAL 69.6 30.4 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0764 
Table 144 
Type of Presentation - Informal 
371 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT 1 PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 1 I 11 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 8.3 I 91.7 I 
I 8.3 I 12.2 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 1 I 11 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 8.3 I 91.7 I 
I 8.3 I 12.2 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 0 I 8 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 8.9 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 12 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 7. 7 I 92.3 I 
I 8.3 I 13.3 I 
I 1.0 I 11.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 7 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 12.5 I 87.5 I 
I 8.3 I 7.8 I 
I 1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
372 
-I- I- I 
I 2 I 13 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 13.3 I 86.7 I 14.7 
I 16.7 I 14.4 I 
I 2.0 I 12.7 I 
-I- I- ■I 
I 3 I 7 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 30.0 I 70.0 I 9.8 
I 25.0 I 7.8 I 
I 2.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- 
-I- ■I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85. 7 I 6.9 
I 8.3 I 6.7 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 11 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 8.3 I 91.7 I 11.8 
I 8.3 I 12.2 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 8.3 I 4.4 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 12 90 102 
TOTAL 11.8 88.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8078 
Table 145 
Prefer Large Group Presentation 
373 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
NO RES¬ 
PONSE 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
I 
I 11 I 1 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 91.7 I 8.3 I 11.8 
I 12.1 I 9.1 I 
I 10.8 I 1.0 I 
-I- ■I-- •I 
I 10 I 2 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 83.3 I 16.7 I 11.8 
I 11.0 I 18.2 I 
I 9.8 I 2.0 I 
-I- ■I— -I 
I 8 I 0 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 100.0 I 0 I 7.8 
I 8.8 I 0 I 
I 7.8 I 0 I 
-I- -I— -I 
I 12 I 1 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 92.3 I 7.7 I 12. 7 
I 13.2 I 9.1 I 
I 11.8 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I— -I 
I 6 I 2 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 75.0 I 25.0 I 7.8 
I 6. 6 I 18.2 I 
I 5.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- 
374 
-I- I— I 
I 14 1 1 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 93.3 I 6.7 I 14.7 
I 15.4 I 9.1 I 
I 13.7 I 1.0 I 
-I- ■I- I 
I 8 I 2 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 80.0 I 20.0 I 9.8 
I 8.8 I 18.2 I 
I • 00
 
I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 6 I 1 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 85.7 I 14.3 I 6.9 
I 6.6 I 9.1 I 
I 5.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 11 I 1 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 91.7 I 8.3 I 11.8 
I 12.1 I 9.1 I 
I 10.8 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 100.0 I 0 I 4.9 
I 5.5 I 0 I 
I 4.9 I 0 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 91 11 102 
TOTAL 89.2 10.8 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8167 
Table 146 
Prefer Small Group Presentation 
375 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I 
-T 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
I I 
1 1 11 I 
8.3 I 91.7 I 
5.9 I 12.9 I 
1.0 I 10.8 I 
ART & HUMANITIES 
J.- 
I 0 I 12 
I 0 I 100.0 
I 0 I 14.1 
I 0 I 11.8 
- T- 
I 2 1 6 1 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 25.0 I 75.0 I 
I II.8 I 7.1 I 
I 2.0 I 5.9 I 
-I-1-1 
I 21 11 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 15.4 I 84.6 I 
I 11.8 I 12.9 I 
I 2.0 I 10.8 I 
-I-1-1 
I II 7 1 
I 12.5 I 87.5 I 
I 5.9 I 8.2 I 
I 1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I-1-1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12.7 
8 
7.8 HEALTH SCIENCE 
376 
-I- I- -1 
I 4 I 11 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 26.7 I 73.3 I 14.7 
I 23.5 I 12.9 I 
I 3.9 I 10.8 I 
-I- •I- 1 
I 1 I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 5.9 I 10.6 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- -x 
I 3 I 4 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 42.9 I 57.1 I 6.9 
I 17.6 I 4.7 I 
I 2.9 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- 1 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 25.0 I 75.0 I 11.8 
I 17.6 I 10.6 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 5 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 4.9 
I 0 I 5.9 I 
I 0 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- x 
COLUMN 17 85 102 
TOTAL 16.7 83.3 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .3527 
Table 147 
Prefer Individual Presentation 
377 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
NO RES¬ 
PONSE 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
I 3 I 9 
■I 
I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 25.0 I 75.0 I 11.8 
I 10. 7 I 12.2 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 1 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 4 I 8 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 33.3 I 66.7 I 11.8 
I 14.3 I 10.8 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 3 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 62.5 I 37.5 I 7.8 
I 17.9 I 4.1 I 
I 4.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 11 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 15.4 I 84.6 I 12. 7 
I 7.1 I 14.9 I 
I 2.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 7.8 
I 0 I 10.8 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
378 
-I- I 
I 5 I 10 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 33.3 I 66. 7 I 14.7 
I 17.9 I 13.5 I 
I 4.9 I 9.8 I 
-I- •I- •I 
I 4 I 6 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 40.0 I 60.0 I 9.8 
I 14.3 I 8.1 I 
I 3.9 I 9.9 I 
-I- 
-I- •I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85.7 I 6.9 
I 3.6 I 8.1 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 25.0 I 75.0 I 11.8 
I 10.7 I 12.2 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 3.6 I 5.4 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 28 74 102 
TOTAL 27.5 72.5 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .2762 
Table 148 
Grouping - One Discipline 
379 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I 
-———__T— 
I I 
I 2 I 10 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 16.7 I 83.3 I 
I 13.3 I 11.5 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 3 I 9 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 25.0 I 75.0 I 
I 20.0 I 10.3 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 9.2 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 11 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 15.4 I 84.6 I 
I 13.3 I 12.6 I 
I 2.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- 
I 1 I 7 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 12.5 I 87.5 I 
I 6.7 I 8.0 I 
I 1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
380 
-I— I- I 
I 0 I 15 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 0 I 100.0 I 14.7 
I 0 I 17.2 I 
I 0 I 14.7 I 
-I- •I- •I 
I 1 I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 6.7 I 10.3 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- •I- ■I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85.7 I 6.9 
I 6.7 I 6.9 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 10 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 16. 7 I 83.3 I 11.8 
I 13.3 I 11.5 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 4.9 
I 20.0 I 2.3 I 
I 2.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 15 87 102 
TOTAL 14.7 85.3 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .1435 
Table 149 
Grouping - Multi-discipline Presentation 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 8 I 4 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 66.7 I 33.3 I 
I 13.3 I 9.5 I 
I 7.8 I 3.9 I 
-I- ■I- •I 
I 6 I 6 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 10.0 I 14.3 I 
I 5.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 5 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 37.5 I 62.5 I 
I 5.0 I 11.9 I 
I 2.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 8 I 5 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 61.5 I 38.5 I 
I 13.3 I 11.9 I 
I 7.8 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 4 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 6.7 I 9.5 I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12.7 
8 
7.8 
382 
-I-1-1 
I 10 I 5 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 66. 7 I 33.3 I 14.7 
I 16.7 I 11.9 I 
I 9.8 I 4.9 I 
-I- I- I 
I 7 I 3 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 70.0 I 30.0 I 9.8 
I 11.7 I 7.1 I 
I 6.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 5 I 2 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 71.4 I 28.6 I 6.9 
I 8.3 I 4.8 I 
I 4.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 7 I 5 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 58.3 I 41.7 I 11.8 
I 11.7 I 11.9 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- 
I 2 I 3 I 5 
NURSING I 40.0 I 60.0 I 4.9 
I 3.3 I 7.1 I 
I 2.0 I 2.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 60 42 102 
TOTAL 58.8 41.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8695 
Table 150 
Grouping - Doesn't Matter 
383 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I 
-  _ 
I I 
I 8 I 4 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 66. 7 I 33.3 I 
I 9.8 I 20.0 I 
I 7.8 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 9 I 3 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 75.0 I 25.0 I 
I 11.0 I 15.0 I 
I 8.8 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 8 I 0 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 100.0 I 0 I 
I 9.8 I 0 I 
I 7.8 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 10 I 3 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 76.9 I 23. 1 I 
I 12.2 I 15.0 I 
I 9.8 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- 
I 3 I 5 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 37.5 I 62.5 I 
I 3.7 I 25.0 I 
I 2.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
384 
-I- I— ■I 
I 14 I 1 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 93.3 I 6. 7 I 14.7 
I 17.1 I 5.0 I 
I 13.7 I 1.0 I 
-I- 
-I- ■I 
I 10 I 0 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 100.0 I 0 I 9.8 
I 12.2 I 0 I 
I 9.8 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 2 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 71.4 I 28.6 I 6.9 
I 6.1 I 10.0 I 
I 4.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 11 I 1 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 91. 7 I 8.3 I 11.8 
I 13.4 I 5.0 I 
I 10.8 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 1 I 5 
NURSING I 80.0 I 20.0 I 4.9 
I 4.9 I 5.0 I 
I 3.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 82 20 102 
TOTAL 80.4 19.6 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0308 
Table 151 
Format - Hands On 
385 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
NO RES¬ 
PONSE 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
■I 
I 8 I 4 I 12 
SOCIAL 6 BEHAVIORALI 66. 7 I 33.3 I 11.8 
I 13.6 I 9.3 I 
I 7.8 I 3.9 I 
-I- 
-I— ■I 
I 7 I 5 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 58.3 I 41.7 I 11.8 
I 11.9 I 11.6 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I — -I 
I 7 I 1 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 87.5 I 12.5 I 7.8 
I 11.9 I 2.3 I 
I 6.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I— -I 
I 5 I 8 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 38.5 I 61.5 I 12. 7 
I 8.5 I 18.6 I 
I 4.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I— •I 
I 5 I 3 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 62.5 I 37.5 I 7.8 
I 8.5 I 7.0 I 
I 4.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I— -I 
386 
-I- I- I 
I 7 I 8 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 46.7 I 53.3 I 14.7 
I 11.9 I 18.6 I 
I 6.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- I- •I 
I 8 I 2 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 80.0 I 20.0 I 9.8 
I 13.6 I 4.7 I 
I • 00
 
I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 5 I 2 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 71.4 I 28.6 I 6.9 
I 8.5 I 4.7 I 
I 4.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 8 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 33.3 I 66.7 I 11.8 
I 6.8 I 18.6 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 4.9 
I 5.1 I 4.7 I 
I 2.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 59 43 102 
TOTAL 57.8 42.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .2355 
Table 152 
Format - Demonstration 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 6 I 6 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 13.3 I 10. 5 I 
I 5.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 4 I 8 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 33.3 I 66. 7 I 
I 8.9 I 14.0 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 2 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 75.0 I 25.0 I 
I 13.3 I 3.5 I 
I 5.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 8 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 38.5 I 61.5 I 
I 11.1 I 14.0 I 
I 4.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 5 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 37.5 I 62.5 I 
I 6.7 I 8.8 I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
388 
-I- I- ■I 
I 5 I 10 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 33.3 I 66. 7 I 14.7 
I 11.1 I 17.5 I 
I 4.9 I 9.8 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 5 I 5 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 50.0 I 50.0 I 9.8 
I 11.1 I 8.8 I 
I 4.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- 
-I- ■I 
I 3 I 4 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 42.9 I 57.1 I 6.9 
I 6.7 I 7.0 I 
I 2.9 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 7 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 41.7 I 58.3 I 11.8 
I 11.1 I 12.3 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 4.9 
I 6.7 I 3.5 I 
I 2.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 45 57 102 
TOTAL 44.1 55.9 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .7856 
Table 153 
Format - Lecture/Discussion 
389 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT III 
-I-x-j 
I 21 10 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 16.7 I 83.3 I 
I H.l I 11.9 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I 
I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
-1-1 
2 1 10 I 
16.7 I 83.3 I 
11.1 I 11.9 I 
2.0 I 9.8 I 
-X-x 
II 7 1 
12.5 I 87.5 I 
5.6 I 8.3 I 
1.0 I 6.9 I 
-1-1 
II 12 I 
7.7 I 92.3 I 
5.6 I 14.3 I 
1.0 I 11.8 I 
-1-1 
2 1 6 1 
25.0 I 75.0 I 
11.1 I 7.1 I 
2.0 I 5.9 I 
-1-1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 HEALTH SCIENCE 
390 
-I— I— I 
I 2 I 13 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 13.3 I 86.7 I 14.7 
I 11.1 I 15.5 I 
I 2.0 I 12.7 I 
-I- •I- I 
I 1 I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 5.6 I 10.7 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 4 I 3 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 57.1 I 42.9 I 6.9 
I 22.2 I 3.6 I 
I 3.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 10 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 16.7 I 83.3 I 11.8 
I 11.1 I 11.9 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 5.6 I 4.8 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
18 
17.6 
84 
82.4 
102 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .3941 
Table 154 
Format - Field Trip 
391 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
NO RES¬ 
PONSE 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
•I 
I 5 I 7 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 41.7 I 58.3 I 11.8 
I 11.6 I 11.9 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- •I— •I 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 25.0 I 75.0 I 11.8 
I 7.0 I 15.3 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I— ■I 
I 5 I 3 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 62.5 I 37.5 I 7.8 
I 11.6 I 5.1 I 
I 4.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I-- -I 
I 4 I 9 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 30.8 I 69.2 I 12. 7 
I 9.3 I 15.3 I 
I 3.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I— -I 
I 3 I 5 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 37.5 I 62.5 I 7.8 
I 7.0 I 8.5 I 
I 2.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I— 
392 
-X-x-1 
I 7 I 8 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 
I 
I 
-I- 
46.7 I 
16.3 I 
6.9 I 
-1- 
53.3 I 
13.6 I 
7.8 I 
-1 
14.7 
I 5 I 5 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 
I 
I 
-I- 
50.0 I 
11.6 I 
4.9 I 
-1- 
50.0 I 
8.5 I 
4.9 I 
-1 
9.8 
I 5 I 2 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 
I 
I 
-I- 
71.4 I 
11.6 I 
4.9 I 
-1- 
28.6 I 
3.4 I 
2.0 I 
-1 
6.9 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 
I 
I 
-I- 
25.0 I 
7.0 I 
2.9 I 
-1- 
75.0 I 
15.3 I 
8.8 I 
-1 
11.8 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 
I 
I 
-I- 
60.0 I 
7.0 I 
2.9 I 
40.0 I 
3.4 I 
2.0 I 
4.9 
COLUMN 43 59 102 
TOTAL 42.2 57.8 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .4838 
Table 155 
Setting - Classroom 
393 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- ROW 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
-X 
I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 
I 
I 
PONSE 
I I 
TOTAL 
0 I 12 I 12 
0 I 100.0 I 11.8 
0 I 14.0 I 
0 I 11.8 I 
-I 
I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 
I 
I 
-1-1 
II 11 I 12 
8.3 I 91.7 I 11.8 
6.3 I 12.8 I 
1.0 I 10.8 I 
-1-1 
II 7 1 8 
12.5 I 87.5 I 7.8 
6.3 I 8.1 I 
1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I 
I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
-1-1 
II 12 I 13 
7.7 I 92.3 I 12.7 
6.3 I 14.0 I 
1.0 I 11.8 I 
-X-x 
II 7 1 8 
12.5 I 87.5 I 7.8 
6.3 I 8.1 I 
1.0 I 6.9 I 
-1-1 
HEALTH SCIENCE 
394 
-I— -I— -1 
I 4 I 11 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 26.7 I 73.3 I 14.7 
I 25.0 I 12.8 I 
I 3.9 I 10.8 I 
-I-  -1 
I 4 I 6 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 40.0 I 60.0 I 9.8 
I 25.0 I 7.0 I 
I 3.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- -x_ -1 
I 2 I 5 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 28.6 I 71.4 I 6.9 
I 12.5 I 5.8 I 
I 2.0 I 4.9 I 
-I- -1- -1 
I 1 I 11 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 8.3 I 91.7 I 11.8 
I 6.3 I 12.8 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -X- -1 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 6.3 I 4.7 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- -X- -x 
COLUMN 16 86 102 
TOTAL 15.7 84.3 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .2932 
Table 156 
Setting - Office 
395 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 9 I 3 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 75.0 I 25.0 I 
I 12.3 I 10.3 I 
I 8.8 I 2.9 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 7 I 5 I 
ART 6 HUMANITIES I 58.3 I 41.7 I 
I 9.6 I 17.2 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 8 I 0 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 100.0 I 0 I 
I 11.0 I 0 I 
I 7.8 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 10 I 3 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 76.9 I 23.1 I 
I 13.7 I 10.3 I 
I 9.8 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 3 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 62.5 I 37.5 I 
I 6.8 I 10.3 I 
I 4.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12.7 
8 
7.8 
396 
-I- ■I 
I 9 I 6 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 60.0 I 40.0 I 14.7 
I 12.3 I 20.7 I 
I 8.8 I 5.9 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 8 I 2 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 80.0 I 20.0 I 9.8 
I 11.0 I 6.9 I 
I 7.8 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 3 I 4 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 42.9 I 57.1 I 6.9 
I 4.1 I 13.8 I 
I 2.9 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 9 I 3 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 75.0 I 25.0 I 11.8 
I 12.3 I 10.3 I 
I 8.8 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 0 I 5 
NURSING I 100.0 I 0 I 4.9 
I 6.8 I 0 I 
I 4.9 I 0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 73 29 102 
TOTAL 71.6 28.4 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .2747 
Table 157 
Setting - Computer Center 
397 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- ROW 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
PONSE 
I I 
TOTAL 
I 0 I 12 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 0 I 100.0 I 11.8 
I 0 I 12.8 I 
I 0 I 11.8 I 
-I- 
-I- -I 
I 0 I 12 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 0 I 100.0 I 11.8 
I 0 I 12.8 I 
I 0 I 11.8 I 
-I- 
-I- -I 
I 1 I 7 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 12.5 I 87.5 I 7.8 
I 12.5 I 7.4 I 
I 1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 13 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 0 I 100.0 I 12. 7 
I 0 I 13.8 I 
I 0 I 12.7 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 7.8 
I 0 I 8.5 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
— T — -T- -T 
398 
-I— -!— -1 
I 2 I 13 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 13.3 I 86.7 I 14.7 
I 25.0 I 13.8 I 
I 2.0 I 12.7 I 
-I- -x_. -1 
I I I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 12.5 I 9.6 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- -x_ -1 
I 2 I 5 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 28.6 I 71.4 I 6.9 
I 25.0 I 5.3 I 
I 2.0 I 4.9 I 
-I- -1- -1 
I I I 11 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 8.3 I 91.7 I 11.8 
I 12.5 I 11.7 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -1- -1 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 12.5 I 4.3 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 8 94 102 
TOTAL 7.8 92.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .3548 
Table 158 
Setting - Other 
399 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT III 
-!-x-x 
I 4 1 8 1 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 33.3 I 66.7 I 
I 11.8 I 11.8 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I-1-1 
I 21 10 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 16.7 I 83.3 I 
I 5.9 I 14.7 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I-1-1 
I 4 1 4 1 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 11.8 I 5.9 I 
I 3.9 I 3.9 I 
-I-1-1 
I 4 1 9 1 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 30.8 I 69.2 I 
I 11.8 I 13.2 I 
I 3.9 I 8.8 I 
-I-1-1 
I 2 1 6 1 
I 25.0 I 75.0 I 
I 5.9 I 8.8 
I 2.0 I 5.9 
-I-1- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 HEALTH SCIENCE 
400 
-I- I- I 
I 6 I 9 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 40.0 I 60.0 I 14.7 
I 17.6 I 13.2 I 
I 5.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- •I- ■I 
I 4 I 6 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 40.0 I 60.0 I 9.8 
I 11.8 I 8.8 I 
I 3.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- •I- •I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85.7 I 6.9 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 7 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 41.7 I 58.3 I 11.8 
I 14.7 I 10.3 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 3 I 5 
NURSING I 40.0 I 60.0 I 4.9 
I 5.9 I 4.4 I 
I 2.0 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 34 68 102 
TOTAL 33.3 66.7 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8424 
Table 159 
Times - Informal Meetings 
401 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
-1-T-j 
I 8 1 4 1 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 66.7 I 33.3 I 
I 12.3 I 10.5 I 
I 7.8 I 3.9 I 
-I-1-1 
I 7 1 5 1 
ART & HUMANITIES I 58.3 I 41.7 I 
I 10.9 I 13.2 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I-1-1 
I 7 1 II 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 87.5 I 12.5 I 
I 10.9 I 2.6 I 
I 6.9 I 1.0 I 
-I-1-1 
I 8 1 5 1 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 61.5 I 38.5 I 
I 12.5 I 13.2 I 
I 7.8 I 4.9 I 
-I-1-1 
I 5 1 3 1 
I 62.5 I 37.5 I 
I 7.8 I 7.9 I 
I 4.9 I 2.9 I 
-I-1-1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 HEALTH SCIENCE 
402 
-I- I- I 
I 7 I 8 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 46. 7 I 53.3 I 14.7 
I 10.9 I 21.1 I 
I 6.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- ■I- •I 
I 9 I 1 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 90.0 I 10.0 I 9.8 
I 14.1 I 2.6 I 
I 
00
 
•
 
00
 I 1.0 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 5 I 2 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 71.4 I 28.6 I 6.9 
I 7.8 I 5.3 I 
I 4.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 7 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 41. 7 I 58.3 I 11.8 
I 7.8 I 18.4 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 4.9 
I 4.7 I 5.3 I 
I 2.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 64 38 102 
TOTAL 62.7 37.3 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .3801 
Table 160 
Times - Short Course During the Academic Year 
403 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 1 I 11 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 8.3 I 91.7 I 
I 4.2 I 14.1 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- •I 
I 4 I 8 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 33.3 I 66.7 I 
I 16.7 I 10.3 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 6 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 25.0 I 75.0 I 
I 8.3 I 7.7 I 
I 2.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 11 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 15.4 I 84.6 I 
I 8.3 I 14.1 I 
I 2.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 7 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 12.5 I 87.5 I 
I 4.2 I 9.0 I 
I 1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
404 
-I- I- I 
I 4 I 11 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 26.7 I 73.3 I 14. 7 
I 16.7 I 14.1 I 
I 3.9 I 10.8 I 
-I- I- •I 
I 2 I 8 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 20.0 I 80.0 I 9.8 
I 8.3 I 10.3 I 
I 2.0 I 7.8 I 
-I- 
-I- ■I 
I 2 I 5 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 28.6 I 71.4 I 6.9 
I 8.3 I 6.4 I 
I 2.0 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 8 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 33.3 I 66.7 I 11.8 
I 16.7 I 10.3 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 3 I 5 
NURSING I 40.0 I 60.0 I 4.9 
I 8.3 I 3.8 I 
I 2.0 I 2.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
24 
23.5 
-I- 
78 
76.5 
-I 
102 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .8467 
Table 161 
Times - Short Course During the Academic Year 
405 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 2 I 10 I 
SOCIAL 4 BEHAVIORALI 16.7 I 83.3 I 
I 6. 7 I 13.9 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 2 I 10 I 
ART 4 HUMANITIES I 16.7 I 83.3 I 
I 6. 7 I 13.9 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 5 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 37.5 I 62.5 I 
I 10.0 I 6.9 I 
I 2.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 8 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 38.5 I 61.5 I 
I 16. 7 I 11.1 I 
I 4.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 11.1 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I-1-1 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
406 
-I— -X— -1 
I 2 I 13 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 13.3 I 86.7 I 14.7 
I 6.7 I 18.1 I 
I 2.0 I 12.7 I 
-I- -x_. -1 
I 3 I 7 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 30.0 I 70.0 I 9.8 
I 10.0 I 9.7 I 
I 2.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -1- -1 
I 4 I 3 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 57.1 I 42.9 I 6.9 
I 13.3 I 4.2 I 
I 3.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -x_ -x 
I 6 I 6 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 50.0 I 50.0 I 11.8 
I 20.0 I 8.3 I 
I 5.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- -X- -1 
I 3 I 2 I 5 
NURSING I 60.0 I 40.0 I 4.9 
I 10.0 I 2.8 I 
I 2.9 I 2.0 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 30 72 102 
TOTAL 29.4 70.6 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0871 
Table 162 
Times - Seminar Between Regular Semesters 
407 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 
I 1 I 11 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 8.3 I 91.7 I 
I 11.1 I 11.8 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 1 I 11 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 8.3 I 91.7 I 
I 11.1 I 11.8 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 0 I 8 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 8.6 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 2 I 11 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 15.4 I 84.6 I 
I 22.2 I 11.8 I 
I 2.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- 
I 0 I 8 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 8.6 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
408 
-I- I- I 
I 1 I 14 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 6.7 I 93.3 I 14.7 
I 11.1 I 15.1 I 
I 1.0 I 13. 7 I 
-I- •I- •I 
I I I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 11.1 I 9.7 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- 
-I- ■I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85. 7 I 6.9 
I 11.1 I 6.5 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 11 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 8.3 I 91.7 I 11.8 
I 11.1 I 11.8 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 11.1 I 4.3 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 9 93 102 
TOTAL 8.8 91.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .9466 
Table 163 
Times - Long Courses During the Summer 
409 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 7 I 5 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 58.3 I 41.7 I 
I 11.9 I 11.6 I 
I 6.9 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 6 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 10.2 I 14.0 I 
I 5.9 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 5 I 3 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 62.5 I 37.5 I 
I 8.5 I 7.0 I 
I 4.9 I 2.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 10 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 23.1 I 76.9 I 
I 5.1 I 23.3 I 
I 2.9 I 9.8 I 
-I- 
I 4 I 4 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 6.8 I 9.3 I 
I 3.9 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
410 
-I — -X— -1 
I 10 I 5 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 66.7 I 33.3 I 14.7 
I 16.9 I 11.6 I 
I 9.8 I 4.9 I 
-I- -x_. -1 
I 9 I 1 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 90.0 I 10.0 I 9.8 
I 15.3 I 2.3 I 
I 8.8 I 1.0 I 
-I- -1- -1 
I 6 I 1 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 85.7 I 14.3 I 6.9 
I 10.2 I 2.3 I 
I 5.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- 
I 5 I 7 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 41.7 I 58.3 I 11.8 
I 8.5 I 16.3 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -1- -1 
I 4 I 1 I 5 
NURSING I 80.0 I 20.0 I 4.9 
I 6.8 I 2.3 I 
I 3.9 I 1.0 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 59 43 102 
TOTAL 57.8 42.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .0616 
Table 164 
Compensation - Not Necessary 
411 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
NO RES¬ 
PONSE 
I I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 25.0 I 75.0 I 11.8 
I 27.3 I 9.9 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 2 I 10 I 12 
ART & HUMANITIES I 16.7 I 83.3 I 11.8 
I 18.2 I 11.0 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 2 I 6 I 8 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 25.0 I 75.0 I 7.8 
I 18.2 I 6. 6 I 
I 2.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 12 I 13 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 7.7 I 92.3 I 12. 7 
I 9.1 I 13.2 I 
I 1.0 I 11.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 8 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 7.8 
I 0 I 8.8 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- 
412 
-I— I- I 
I 1 I 14 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 6. 7 I 93.3 I 14. 7 
I 9.1 I 15.4 I 
I 1.0 I 13.7 I 
-I- I- •I 
I 0 I 10 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 0 I 100.0 I 9.8 
I 0 I 11.0 I 
I 0 I 9.8 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85.7 I 6.9 
I 9.1 I 6. 6 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 11 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 8.3 I 91. 7 I 11.8 
I 9.1 I 12.1 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 5 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 4.9 
I 0 I 5.5 I 
I 0 I 4.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 11 91 102 
TOTAL 10.8 89.2 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5372 
Table 165 
Compensation - Yes, Financially 
413 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 5 I 7 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 41.7 I 58.3 I 
I 16. 7 I 9.7 I 
I 4.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 9 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 25.0 I 75.0 I 
I 10.0 I 12.5 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 2 I 6 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 25.0 I 75.0 I 
I 6.7 I 8.3 I 
I 2.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 6 I 7 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 46.2 I 53.8 I 
I 20.0 I 9.7 I 
I 5.9 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 7 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 12.5 I 87.5 I 
I 3.3 I 9.7 I 
I 1.0 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
LANGUAGE & LIT 
414 
-I- ■I- •I 
I 6 I 9 I 15 
I 40.0 I 60.0 I 14.7 
I 20.0 I 12.5 I 
I 5.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 1 I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 3.3 I 12.5 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- ■I 
I 1 I 6 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 14.3 I 85. 7 I 6.9 
I 3.3 I 8.3 I 
I 1.0 I 5.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 4 I 8 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 33.3 I 66.7 I 11.8 
I 13.3 I 11.1 I 
I 3.9 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 4 I 5 
NURSING I 20.0 I 80.0 I 4.9 
I 3.3 I 5.6 I 
I 1.0 I 3.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
COLUMN 30 72 102 
TOTAL 29.4 70.6 100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5737 
Table 166 
Compensation - Reduced Teaching Load 
415 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IYES NO RES- 
COL PCT I PONSE 
TOT PCT I I I 
I 2 I 10 I 
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORALI 16. 7 I 83.3 I 
I 22.2 I 10.8 I 
I 2.0 I 9.8 I 
-I- •I- ■I 
I 1 I 11 I 
ART & HUMANITIES I 8.3 I 91.7 I 
I 11. 1 I 11.8 I 
I 1.0 I 10.8 I 
-I- -I- 
I 0 I 8 I 
COMMUNICATION DISORI 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 8.6 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 1 I 12 I 
EDUCATION/LIBRARY I 7.7 I 92.3 I 
I 11.1 I 12.9 I 
I 1.0 I 11.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 8 I 
HEALTH SCIENCE I 0 I 100.0 I 
I 0 I 8.6 I 
I 0 I 7.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
ROW 
TOTAL 
12 
11.8 
12 
11.8 
8 
7.8 
13 
12. 7 
8 
7.8 
416 
-I- I- I 
I 1 I 14 I 15 
LANGUAGE & LIT I 6.7 I 93.3 I 14.7 
I 11.1 I 15.1 I 
I 1.0 I 13.7 I 
-I- ■I- ■I 
I 1 I 9 I 10 
MANAGEMENT & URBAN I 10.0 I 90.0 I 9.8 
I 11.1 I 9.7 I 
I 1.0 I 8.8 I 
-I- •I- ■I 
I 0 I 7 I 7 
MATH & COMPUTER SCII 0 I 100.0 I 6.9 
I 0 I 7.5 I 
I 0 I 6.9 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 3 I 9 I 12 
NAT & EARTH SCIENCEI 25.0 I 75.0 I 11.8 
I 33.3 I 9.7 I 
I 2.9 I 8.8 I 
-I- -I- -I 
I 0 I 5 I 5 
NURSING I 0 I 100.0 I 4.9 
I 0 I 5.4 I 
I 0 I 4.9 I 
-I- 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
9 
8.8 
93 
91.2 
102 
100.0 
SIGNIFICANCE = .5689 
Table 167 
Compensation - Other 
APPENDIX V 
Computer Literacy: A Survey 
by Richard Purga 
In connection with the New York State Education Department — 
NEREX Computer Literacy project, people active in computer education 
were contacted to obtain their views on computer literacy. The 
following report and two charts summarize their views. 
Each person contacted was asked to respond to the following 
three questions: 
1. What elements should be included in a computer literacy 
program? 
2. How early should computer literacy education begin for 
students and teachers? 
3. How should computer literacy outcomes be evaluated? 
1. What should be included in a computer literacy program? 
a. Hands-on experience 
All those canvassed stated that hands-on experience with a 
computer was the most important of the many possible features of a 
program of computer literacy. There was no consensus on the 
proportion of the program that should be devoted to hands-on 
experience. However, most of the persons agreed that there should 
be opportunities both for programming and for applications. 
One person urged the use of a computer in an interactive 
learning mode in which a student would interact with highly 
responsive, individualized, graphic programs that would demonstrate 
the capabilities of a computer. Another person would use the 
hands-on experience to teach the use of the computer in 
problem-solving, and use both programming and applications for this 
purpose. 
A third person maintained that programming or 
"pseudo-programming", e.g., word processing, was essential and that 
it was crucial to demonstrate to students the full range of 
technological capabilities of the computer, including graphics and 
sound. A fourth argued that programming was the most critical 
element of a program of computer literacy. 
b. Computer awareness 
Most of the persons recommended, with differing degrees of emphasis, 
that students become aware of the social impact of computers, the 
history of computers, and information on computer hardware. Two of 
the people felt that these topics should be labeled "computer 
awareness" rather than computer literacy, and that by themselves 
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bt^cornnnio n?^ be enough to achieve what these persons consider to 
ue computer literacy. 
c. Other elements 
The persons canvassed mentioned several other possible 
components of a program of computer literacy: computer-related 
career opportunities; attention to the demands of high technology; 
consultation with people from industry in formulating a relevant 
program of computer literacy; and the inclusion of fiction about 
computers as a preview of future developments in the use and 
capabilities of computers. 
2. How early should computer literacy begin? 
a. For students 
The majority of the persons stated that some form of instruction 
in computer literacy should be started as early as possible. Two 
suggested that preschool children could benefit from experience in 
using computers; four suggested that students should begin using 
computers in either kindergarten or first grade. One person o~ted 
for beginning formal instruction in computer literacy in the fourth 
grade; another chose the fourth through the sixth. Four of the 
persons would hold off such instruction until junior high school. 
An important issue is whether to have a separate course in 
computer literacy or to integrate computer literacy with other 
subjects. Most of the persons felt that students should have some 
direct exposure to a program of computer literacy; however, none 
were opposed to a broad exposure to computers throughout the 
curriculum. 
For the introduction of computer literacy, one person suggested 
using a developmental approach based uppon Piaget's research. A 
second person recommended focusing on awareness activities involving 
computer-assisted instruction and computer games which stimulate the 
interest of elementary school children. 
A third person commented that simple programming concepts such 
as controlling programmable toys, the LOGO language, and graphics 
could be presented in the third or fourth grades. 
b. For teachers 
Most of the persons canvassed stated that the training of 
teachers to be computer literate was a key requirement for education 
in computer literacy. One preson stated that direct experience with 
a computer was essential for teachers to get a feeling of the 
computer as a learning tool. This person noted that teachers an 
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administrators must be at the forefront in establishing education in 
computer literacy in educational institutions. 
For a second person, teacher training should be the central 
concern of education in computer literacy. This person labeled this 
a "destructive problem" in the sense that when teachers become 
computer literate, they are less likely to continue in the teaching 
profession because of the relatively low salary levels in the 
schools as compared with positions in the computer industry. 
There was a consensus that education in computer literacy should 
be required as part of the preservice curriculum in teacher 
education and that computer literacy should be a requirement for 
graduation. 
Two of the persons believed that preservice training should 
involve two components: (l)a general knowledge of computers that 
any student should acquire to be computer literate; and (2) a level 
of professional competency in the use of computers in the teacher's 
major field. A third person added that applications of computers 
should not be limited to computer science courses but should be 
included in each major area of interest, and that applications 
should be integrated with each discipline. 
A fourth person added a third focus - the need for special 
preparation for those teachers who plan to teach computer courses in 
the schools. 
No person canvassed suggested how the colleges and universities 
could provide all of this preparation if they could not get 
qualified faculty. It was perhaps for this reason, as well as the 
need to help current teaching staffs become computer literate, that 
all the persons urged intensive inservice programs in computer 
literacy. 
Several persons suggested that because of the problem of finding 
qualified instructors within the traditional system, inservice 
workshops might be offered by firms that specialize in such 
workshops, by companies that manufacture computers or produce 
software, and by agencies such as the Minnesota Educational 
Computing Consortium (MECC), state education departments, and 
regional consortia such as the Board of Cooperative Educational 
Services (BOCES) and NEREX. 
3. How should computer literacy outcomes be evaluated? 
The persons canvassed overwhelmingly agreed that basic 
competencies in computer literacy should be evaluated. There was a 
consensus that the basic competency to be measured should be 
problem-solving. Students should be able to use a computer as a 
tool to solve problems in various subjects. The emphasis should be 
on performance, not just on knowledge about computers. This 
emphasis is consistent with the importance that the persons placed 
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on hands on experience. One person added that performance tests 
could be supplemented by evaluation of programs written by 
students. Two persons suggested the use of traditional pre- and 
post-tests of the kind developed at MECC to measure cognitive and 
affective objectives. A third argued that these tests are not 
adequate to evaluate computer literacy because of MECC's emphasis 
upon attitudinal outcomes, which are not skill-oriented. Instead, 
this person would base evaluation of computer literacy upon 
performance in using computers. 
Two other persons indicated that evaluation would depend on what 
is emphasized in a curriculum in computer literacy. For assessment 
of programming, one person stressed the problem-solving approach and 
the student's ability to write programs. Two of the persons agreed 
that a survey instrument could be used for the evaluation of 
affective outcomes. 
4. Conclusion 
It was not our intention to seek from these persons a definitive 
computer literacy program. Rather, we sought ideas on a few major 
questions that those constructing computer literacy programs would 
confront. By identifying areas of broad agreement — such as the 
emphasis on hands-on experience — and areas where there is a 
divergence of expert opinion, such as when to begin formal computer 
literacy programs — this report can be helpful to those who are 
trying to produce computer literacy programs. We are all groping 
for approaches in an area that is developing faster than almost any 
field ever has. Every person working in the field is, therefore, 
both novice and expert. This report and the other materials in this 
volume should help everyone become a little more expert. 
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SUMMARY OF VIEWS 
Beginning 
Student C.L. Formal Student 
Person Education C.L. Education 
Billings Kindergarten 
Bork Letter did not 
address this issue 
Letter did not 
address this issue 
Braun Kindergarten Kindergarten with 
changing emphasis 
each year 
Hansen 1st Grade 4th Grade 
Isaacson Preschool 
Klassen 3rd or 4th Junior High 
Luehrmann Junior High 
Molnar Unclear; Pro¬ 
gramming as early 
as possible 
3rd Grade 
Moursund 1st Grade 
Poirot Kindergarten Junior High 
Seidel Early as possible 
using develop¬ 
mental approach 
per Piaget 
Junior High 
Taylor Preschool 
Watt As early as 
possible 
Zinn As early as 
possible 
Grades 4-6; 
programming intro 
duction in 7th 
Grade 
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SUMMARY OF VIEWS 
Person Teacher C.L. Education 
Billings Part of curriculum at teachers college; also 
nontraditional methods including computer con¬ 
ferences, publisher workshops and inservice training 
Bork Letter did not address this issue 
Braun Central issue: new cost effective approaches; develop 
certification 
Hansen Part of curriculum at teachers college 
Isaacson Part of curriculum at teachers college 
Klassen Part of curriculum at teachers college; approach 
inservice training in same way as with 
beginning students 
Luehrmann Inservice training more important than preservice due 
to present hiring field, i.e., few teachers will be 
hired because of declining enrollments; hence, 
inservice is vital 
Molnar Part of curriculum at teachers college; inservice 
training should by system-wide 
Moursund C.L. requires general knowledge of computers plus C.L. 
competentcy in field of specialty 
Poirot Two levels of C.L.for teachers: 1) general knowledge 
of computers as teaching aids; and 2) teaching C.L. as 
a subject in itself, i.e., preparing a teacher as a 
computer professional 
Seidel Part of curriculum at teachers college 
Taylor C.L. requires general knowledge of computers plus C.L. 
competency in field of specialty 
Watt Part of curriculum at teachers college 
Zinn Part of curriculum at teachers college 
424 
SUMMARY OF VIEWS 
Person Evaluation of Student C.L. 
Billings Problem-solving approach is evaluated on student's 
ability to use a computer as a tool to solve 
problems in various subjects and applications 
Bork Letter did not address this issue 
Braun 
Hansen Problem-solving approach; pre- and post-tests 
Isaacson Problem-solving approach; student should be able to 
demonstrate the ability to operate a computer 
terminal and to program 
Klassen Assessment tests 
Luehrmann Evaluate on what students 
demonstrate in using the computer; 
less emphasis on assessment tests 
Molnar Too early to establish sets of goals and 
objectives 
Moursund Problem-solving approach 
Poirot Problem-solving approach 
Seidel Problem-solving approach 
Taylor Survey method; before and after 
additional survey; possible problem 
solving approach 
Watt Too early to establish sets of 
goals and objectives for evaluation 
Zinn Computer applications assessed by 
performance evaluations; awareness 
issues evaluated by objective tests; 
programming by grades on programs 
completed 
COMPUTER LITERACY PROGRAM FEATURES EMPHASIZED 
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Person 
Hands-on 
Experience 
Computer 
Applications 
Computer 
Programming 
Social 
Impact of 
Computers 
Billings X X X 
Bork X with newer 
Structured 
languages 
X 
Braun X X X X 
Hansen X X X X 
Isaacson X X X X 
Klassen X X X X 
Luehrraann X X X X 
Molnar X X 
Moursund X X 
1 
Poirot X X X X 
Seide1 X X X X 
Taylor X X 
Watt X X X part of more 
comprehensive 
program 
Zinn X X X X 
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Person 
Information Information 
History of on Computer 
Computers Hardware Careers 
Fiction 
About 
Computers 
Billings 
Bork 
Braun X X X include 
with care 
Hansen not 
crucial X 
Isaac son not 
crucial 
Klassen X X 
Luehrmann part of more 
comprehensive 
program 
part of more 
comprehensive 
program X 
Molnar 
Moursund X X 
Poirot X X X X 
Seidel X X X 
Taylor 
Watt part of more 
comprehensive 
program 
part of more 
comprehensive 
program 
Zinn X X X X 

